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DISAPPROVING REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF 1958, 
PROVIDING NEW ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE CON- 
DUCT OF FEDERAL DEFENSE MOBILIZATION AND 
CIVIL DEFENSE FUNCTIONS 





MONDAY, JUNE 9; 1958 


Unitep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 357, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey, Thurmond, Smith of Maine, and 
Martin of Lowa. 

Also present: Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk; Miles Scull, Jr., 
professional staff member; and Kathryn M. Keeney, clerical assistant. 

Senator Humpurey. This hearing is upon Senate Resolution 297, 
introduced by Senator Charles E. Potter, of Michigan, which would 
disapprove Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958. 

Plan No. 1 of 1958 was submitted to the Congress by the President 
on April 24, 1958, in accordance with the provisions of the Reorgan- 
ization Act of 1949, as amended. 

The plan would merge the Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
which is now an independent agency, with the Office of Defense 
Mobilization in the Executive Office of the President, creating a new 
agency to be known as the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

The plan vests statutory authority for both organizations directly 
in the President with power to redelegate this authority as he sees fit. 

This plan is based directly upon a survey of nonmilitary defense 
functions of the Federal Government made at the direction of the 
Bureau of the Budget by a private management consulting company, 
McKinsey & Co., Inc. 

The main concept of the McKinsey Co. report is that most Federal 
civil-defense programs should be conducted through presidential 
delegation of authority to existing Government agencies. 

The specific functions envisioned for the new agency in the Exeeu- 
tive Office are limited to: (1) overall planning; (2) administration and 
coordination; and (3) public information, education, and training 
programs. 

It is the viewpoint of the Bureau of the Budget that this proposed 
rearrangement is necessary on two counts: (1) that the vital powers 
involved relating to survival in event of nuclear attack should be 
lodged in no officer of the Government short of the President himself, 
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and (2) that the greatest flexibility of delegation is imperative to meet 
adequately the rapid changes in the military sciences brought about 
by the development of nuclear weapons. 

Moreover, it is contended that the vesting of authority for non- 
military defense directly in the President would greatly improve 
interagency cooperation on civil-defense matters—a recognized weak- 
ness of the present program. 

Senator Potter, author of the disapproving resolution, who was to 
be our first witness, is momentarily delayed. 

The first witness will be Mr. William F. Finan, Assistant Director 
for Management and Organization of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I will also make available for the record a copy of Senator Potter’s 
resolution, Senate Resolution 297, the President’s reorganization plan, 
the message accompanying it, as well as staff memorandum No. 
85-2-17 SR, which presents the background of this proposal. 

(S. Res. 297 and accompanying documents follow:) 


[S. Res. 297, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 
RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the Senate does not favor the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 
transmitted to the Congress on April 24, 1958. 


[H. Doe. No. 375, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 1 or 1958 


Message From the President of the United States Transmitting Reorganization 
Plan No. 1 of 1958, Providing New Arrangements for the Conduct of Federal 
Defense Mobilization and Civil Defense Functions 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958, prepared in accordance 
with the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended. The reorganization plan 
provides new arrangements for the conduct of Federal defense mobilization and 
civil defense functions. 

In formulating Reorganization Plan No. 1, I have had the benefit of several 
studies made by the executive branch as well as those conducted by the Congress. 
The reorganization plan will overcome the major difficulties revealed by those 
studies and mentioned in my 1959 budget message where I made the following 
statement: 

“‘The structure of Federal organization for the planning, coordination, and con- 
duct of our nonmilitary defense programs has been reviewed, and I have concluded 
that the existing statutes assigning responsibilities for the central coordination and 
direction of these programs are out of date. The rapid technical advances 
of military science have led to a serious overlap among agencies carrying on these 
leadership and planning functions. Because the situation will continue to change 
and because these functions transcend the responsibility of any single department 
or agency, I have concluded that they should be vested in no one short of the 
President. J will make recommendations to the Congress on this subject.” 

The principal effects of the reorganization plan are— 

First, it transfers to the President the functions vested by law in the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration and those so vested in the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation. The result is to establish a single pattern with respect to the vesting of 
defense mobilization and civil defense functions. At the present time disparity 
exists in that civil defense functions are vested in the President only to a limited 
degree while a major part of the functions administered by the Office of Defense 
Mobilization are vested by law in the President and delegated by him to that 
Office. Under the plan, the broad program responsibilities for coordinating and 
conducting the interrelated defense mobilization and civil defense functions will 
be vested in the President for appropriate delegation as the rapidly changing 
character of the nonmilitary preparedness program warrants. 
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Second, the reorganization plan consolidates the Office of Defense Mobilization 
and the Federal Civil Defense Administration to form a new Office of Defense 
and Civilian Mobilization in the Executive Office of the President. I have con- 
cluded that, in many instances, the interests and activities of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration overlap to such a 
degree that it is not possible to work out a satisfactory division of those activities 
and interests between the two agencies. I have also concluded that a single civilian 
mobilization agency of appropriate stature and authority is needed and that such 
an agency will ensue from the consolidation and from the granting of suitable 
authority to that agency for directing and coordinating the preparedness activi- 
ties of the Federal departments and agencies and for providing unified guidance 
and assistance to the State and local governments 

Third, the reorganization plan transfers the membership of the Director of the 
Office of Defense Mobilization on the National Security Council to the Director 
of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization and also transfers the Civil 
Defense Advisory Council to the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

Initially, the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization will perform the civil 
defense and defense mobilization functions now performed by the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration. One of its first 
tasks will be to advise me with respect to the actions to be taken to clarify and 
expand the roles of the Federal departments and agencies in carrying out non- 
military defense preparedness functions. After such actions are taken, the 
direction and coordination of the civil defense and defense mobilization activities 
assigned to the departments and agencies will comprise a principal remaining 
responsibility of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

After investigation, I have found and hereby declare that each reorganization 
included in Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 is necessary to accomplish one or 
more of the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of the Reorganization Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

I have also found and hereby declare that it is necessary to include in the 
accompanying reorganization plan, by reason of reorganizations made thereby, 
provisions for the appointment and compensation of new officers specified in 
sections 2 and 3 of the plan. The rates of compensation fixed for these officers 
are, respectively, those which I have found to prevail in respect of comparable 
officers in the executive branch of the Government. 

The taking effect of the reorganizations included in Reorganization Plan No. 1 
of 1958 will immediately reduce the number of Federal agencies by one and, by 
providing sounder organizational arrangements for the administration of the 
affected functions, should promote the increased economy and effectiveness of the 
Federal expenditures concerned. It is, however, impracticable to itemize at this 
time the reduction of expenditures which it is probable will be brought about by 
such taking effect. 

I urge that the Congress allow the reorganization plan to become effective. 

Dwicut D. EIsENHOWER. 

THE White House, April 24, 1958. 





REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 1 or 1958 


Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives in Congress 
assembled, April 24, 1958, pursuant to the provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June 20, 
1949, as amended 


CIVILIAN MOBILIZATION 


Section 1. Transfer of functions to the President——(a) There are hereby trans- 
ferred to the President of the United States all functions vested by law (including 
reorganization plan) in the following: The Office of Defense Mobilization, the 
Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istration, and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 

(b) The President may from time to time delegate any of the functions trans- 
ferred to him by subsection (a) of this section to any officer, agency, or employee 
of the executive branch of the Government, and may authorize such officer, 
agency, or employee to redelegate any of such functions delegated to him. 

Sec. 2. Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization.—(a) Subject to the pro- 
visions of this reorganization plan, the Office of Defense Mobilization and the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration are hereby consolidated to form a new 
agency in the Executive Office of the President which shall be known as the Office 
of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, hereinafter referred to as the “‘Office’’. 


- 
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(b) There shall be at the head of the Office a Director of the Office of Defense 
and Civilian Mobilization, who shall be appointed by the President by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate and shall receive compensation at the rate 
now or hereafter prescribed by law for the heads of executive departments. 

(c) There shall be in the Office a Deputy Director of the Office of Defense and 
Civilian Mobilization, who shall be appointed by the President by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, shall receive compensation at the rate now or 
hereafter prescribed by law for the under secretaries referred to in section 104 of 
the Federal Executive Pay Act of 1956 (5 U. 8S. C. 2203), shall perform such func- 
tions as shall be delegated or assigned to him pursuant to the provisions of this 
reorganization plan, and shall act as Director during the absence or disability of 
the Director or in the event of a vacancy in the office of Director. 

(d) There shall be in the Office three Assistant Directors of the Office of Defense 
and Civilian Mobilization, each of whom shall be appointed by the President by 
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, shall receive compensation at the 
rate now or hereafter prescribed by law for assistant secretaries of executive de- 
partments, and shall perform such functions as shall be delegated or assigned to 
him pursuant to the provisions of this reorganization plan. 

(e) The Office and the Director thereof shall perform such functions as the 
President may from time to time delegate or assign thereto. The said Director 
may from time to time make such provisions as he shall deem appropriate author- 
izing the performance by any officer, or by any agency or employee, of the Office 
of any function delegated or assigned to the Office or to the Director. 

Sec. 3. Regional directors.—There are hereby established in the Office so many 
new positions, not in excess of ten existing at any one time, with the title ‘“Re- 
gional Director,’”’ as the Director of the Office shall from time to time determine. 
Each Regional Director shall be appointed under the classified civil service, shall 
be the head of a regional office of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, 
shall perform such functions appropriate to such regional office as may be dele- 
gated or assigned to him pursuant to the provisions of this reorganization plan, 
and shall receive compensation which shall be fixed from time to time pursuant 
to the classification laws as now or hereafter amended except that the compensa- 
tion may be fixed without regard to the numerical limitations on positions set 
forth in section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended (5 U.S. C. 1105). 

Sec. 4. Membership on National Security Council—The functions of the 
Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization with respect to being a member of 
the National Security Council are excluded from the scope of the provisions of 
section 1 (a) of this reorganization plan and are hereby transferred to the Director 
of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

Sec. 5. Civil Defense Advisory Council ——The Civil Defense Advisory Council, 
created by section 102 (a) of the Federal Civil Defense Act (50 U.S. C. App. 
2272 (a)), together with its functions, is hereby transferred to the Office of Defense 
and Civilian Mobilization. 

Sec. 6. Abolitions.—The offices of Federal Civil Defense Administrator and 
Deputy Administrator provided for in section 101 of the Federal Civil Defense 
Act (50 U.S. C. App. 2271) and the offices of the Director of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and Deputy Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization provided 
for in section 1 of Reorganization Plan Numbered 3 of 1953 (67 Stat. 634) are 
hereby abolished. The Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobiliza- 
tion shall make such provisions as may be necessary in order to wind up any out- 
standing affairs of the offices abolished by this section which are not otherwise 
provided for in this reorganization plan. 

Sec. 7. Records, property, personnel, and funds.—(a) The records, property, 
personnel, and unexpended balances, available or to be made available, of appro- 
priations, allocations, and other funds of the Office of Defense Mobilization and 
of the Federal Civil Defense Administration shall, upon the taking effect of the 
provisions of this reorganization plan, become records, property, personnel, and 
unexpended balances of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

(b) Records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances, available or to 
be made available, of appropriations, allocations, and other funds of any agency 
(ineluding the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization), relating to functions 
vested in or delegated or assigned to the Office of Defense Mobilization or the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration immediately prior to the taking effect of 
the provisions of this reorganization plan, may be transferred from time to time 
to any other agency of the Government by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget under authority of this subsection for use, subject to the provisions of 
the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, in connection with any of the said 
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functions authorized at time of transfer under this subsection to be performed 
by the transferee agency. 

(c) Such further measures and dispositions as the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget shall determine to be necessary in connection with the provisions of 
subsections (a) and (b) of this section shall be carried out in such manner as he 
shall direct and by such agencies as he shall designate. 

Sec. 8. Interim provisions —The President may authorize any person who 
immediately prior to the effective date of this reorganization plan holds an office 
abolished by section 6 hereof to hold any office established by section 2 of this 
reorganization plan until the latter office is filled pursuant to the said section 2 
or by recess appointment, as the case may be, but in no event for any period 
extending more than one-hundred-and-twenty days after the said effective date. 

Sec. 9. Effective date-—The provisions of this reorganization plan shall take 
effect at the time determined under the provisions of section 6 (a) of the Re- 
organization Act of 1949, as amended, or on July 1, 1958, whichever is later. 





SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
May 12, 1958. 
Staff Memorandum No. 85-2—17 SR. 


To: Members, Subcommittee on Reorganization. 

From: Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff member. 

Subject: Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958—To consolidate the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration with the Office of Defense Mobilization in the 
Executive Office of the President. 


Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 was submitted to the Congress by the 
President on April 24, 1958, in accordance with the Reorganization Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

It will become effective, by a special provision in the plan, on July 1, 1958, 
instead of at the expiration of a 60-day period following its submission to the 
Congress, as provided by the Reorganization Act, unless disapproved by either 
the House or the Senate. Senate or House action must be taken within the 
60-day period, or by June 23. 

On April 25, 1958, Senator Charles E. Potter, of Michigan, submitted Senate 
Resolution 297, a disapproving resolution stating that the Senate does not favor 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958. Approval of that resolution by the Senate 
would reject the plan. 

In extending the Reorganization Act of 1949 to June 1, 1959 (Public Law 
85-286, September 4, 1957), the 85th Congress made a significant change in the 
procedure by which a reorganization plan may be disapproved by either House 
of the Congress. An amendment to section 6 of the act provided that a reorgan- 
ization plan may be disapproved by the adoption of a resolution by a simple 
majority of either House, stating in substance that that House does not favor 
the reorganization plan. An affirmative vote of a majority of the authorized 
membership of either House (49 in the Senate and 218 in the House) was previously 
required to disapprove a reorganization plan. 

No resolution has been filed in the House of Representatives to date, but the 
House Government Operations Committee’s Subcommittee on Military Opera- 
tions considered the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 1 at hearings held on 
general civil-defense matters May 5, 6, and 7, as hereafter noted. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 


Section 1: Transfers to the President all statutory functions of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization, the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration and the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
trator. Authorizes the President to delegate any of the functions so transferred 
to him to any officer, employee, or agency of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment as he deems fit. 

Section 2: Consolidates the Federal Civil Defense Administration with the 
Office of Defense Mobilization in the Executive Office of the President. Estab- 
lishes a new organization in the Executive Office to be entitled “‘The Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization.” 

Establishes the positions of Director, Deputy Director, and three Assistant 
Directors of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, each of whom shall 
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be appointed by the President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

Section 3: Establishes not in excess of 10 positions with the title of regional 
director (as the Director of the Office determines from time to time). Each re- 
gional director shall be appointed under the classified civil service, shall be the 
head of a regional office of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization and shall 
perform such functions delegated or assigned under provisions of the reorganization 


Section 4: Transfers membership of the present Director of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization on the National Security Council to the Director of the Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

Section 5: Transfers the Civil Defense Advisory Council, created by section 
102 (a) of the Federal Civil Defense Act, together with its functions, to the Office 
of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

Section 6: Abolishes the offices of the Federal Civil Defense Administrator and 
the Deputy Administrator and the offices of the Director of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization and the Deputy Director. 

Section 7: Provides for the transfer of records, property, personnel, and unex- 
pended balances of no, etc., of the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion and the Office of Defense Mobilization to the newly created agency. 

Section 8: Authorizes the President to make interim appointments to positions 
in the newly created agency established by section 2 of the reorganization plan 
from incumbent holders of the positions abolished by section 6 until appointments 
thereto are made in the usual manner provided by law, but in no event for more 
than 120 days after the effective date. 

Section 9: Provides that the reorganization plan shall become effective under 
provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended (60 days after submis- 
sion to the Congress), or on July 1, 1958, whichever is later. 


FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE CONSIDERATION OF REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 


Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 is more of a transfer to the President of 
authority for nonmilitary defense programs than a detailed reorganization of the 
programs per se. 

As noted, section 1 (a) transfers to the President all statutory functions of the 
primary nonmilitary defense programs—the present Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion and the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

Section 1 (b) gives the President carte blanche authority to delegate respon- 
sibility for these functions (except for ODM membership on the National Security 
Council) throughout the executive branch of the Government. 

Thus, although plan 1 (sec. 2) merges the two existing nonmilitary defense 
agencies to form a single agency in the Executive Office of the President, it (1) 
vests all authority for the operation of those programs directly in the President, 
himself, and (2) gives the President unlimited authority to delegate this authority 
to other officers of the executive branch. 

Also, the broad delegation authority contained in section 1 (b) of plan 1 bestows 
upon the President continuing reorganization authority over nonmilitary defense 
programs without further congressional review. 

Plan 1 is based directly upon a survey of nonmilitary defense functions of the 
Federal Government made at the direction of the Bureau of the Budget by a private 
management consulting company, McKinsey & Co., Inc. 

The main concept of the McKinsey Co. report is that most Federal civil- 
defense programs should be conducted through Presidential delegation of authority 
to existing Government agencies. The specific functions envisioned for the new 
agency in the Executive Office are limited to: (1) overall planning; (2) adminis- 
tration and coordination; and (3) public information, education and training 
programs. 

It is the viewpoint of the Bureau of the Budget that this proposed rearrange- 
ment is necessary on two counts: (1) that the vital powers involved relating to 
survival in event of nuclear attack should be lodged in no officer of the Govern- 
ment short of the President, himself, and (2) that the greatest flexibility of delega- 
tion is imperative to adequately meet the rapid changes in the military sciences 
brought about by the development of nuclear weapons. 

Further, it is contended that the vesting of authority for nonmilitary defense 
directly in the President would greatly improve interagency cooperation on civil- 
defense matters—a recognized weakness of the present program. 
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HEARINGS BY THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS ON PLAN NO. 1 


The Subcommittee on Military Operations of the House Committee on Govern-' 
ment Operations conducted hearings upon Reorganization Plan 1 of 1958 on May 
5, 6, and 7, receiving testimony from the following witnesses: W. F. Finan, 
Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget; Gordon Gray, Director of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization; and former Governor Leo A. Hoegh, of Iowa, FCDA 
Administrator. 

Points of controversy relating to plan 1 raised at the House subcommittee’s 
hearings revolved around the following premises: 

(1) That the vesting of authority for nonmilitary defense directly in the 
President of the United States might clothe the Nation’s civil-defense program in 
an area of ‘‘executive privilege.” 

(2) That plan 1 in reality is a blank check to the President giving him unlimited 
authority to reorganize nonmilitary defense functions of the executive branch, 
through the delegation of the authorities vested in him, without further congres- 
sional approval. 

(3) That witnesses appearing before the subcommittee representing the adminis- 
tration could give no indication as to what nonmilitary defense functions would be 
delegated by the President or to what executive agencies of the Government the 
functions would be delegated. 

(4) That if appropriations for civil defense were made en bloc to the President 
he could allocate them to the operating agencies of the executive branch as he 
desired without additional congressional authority or control. 

(5) That plan 1 does not materially augment the Nation’s civil-defense program, 
except by elevating its prestige in the Government structure by lodging it in the 
Executive Office of the President. 

The answers or comments of witnesses to the above points of controversy 
raised at the House subcommittee’s hearings may be summarized as follows: 

(1) That the director of the newly created agency in the Executive Office, as 
well as other officials to whom delegations of authority might be made, would be 
directly accountable to the Congress. 

(2) That it is essential the President be given the widest latitude to organize or 
reorganize the Government’s nonmilitary defense functions as he deems most 
appropriate to meet the constantly shifting requirements of the nuclear missles age. 

(3) That future Presidential delegations of authority cannot be determined at 
this time. Such delegations would be made upon the advice of the present ODM 
Director, the present FCDA Administrator and the head of the newly created 
Executive Office agency, when appointed. 

(4) That no decision had been made as to whether civil-defense appropriations 
would be made to the President or directly to the various agencies which would 
operate the programs. At present funds are appropriated directly to FCDA for 
allocation to the various operating agencies. 

(5) That the act of raising the prestige of the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration by placing it in the Executive Office of the President alone would materially 
strengthen the Nation’s civil-defense program. (Staff note: An agency’s func- 
tions cannot be increased by a reorganization plan.) 


COMMENTS BY SENATOR POTTER OF MICHIGAN ON REORGANIZATION PLAN NO, 1 


Senator Potter in filing Senate Resolution 297, on April 25, 1958, which would 
disapprove Reorganization Plan No. 1, made the following comments (Congres- 
sional Record, Apr. 25, 1958, p. 6537): 

“Mr. President, I submit for appropriate reference a resolution designed to 
establish that the Senate does not favor the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 
transmitted to the Congress on April 24, 1958. 

“In my judgment, the effects of the reorganization plan are of such magnitude 
they should be reviewed by Congress. My resolution will make this possible. 

“The principal effects of the reorganization plan would be to transfer to the 
President the functions vested by law in the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
and those so vested in the Office of Defense Mobilization and to consolidate the 
Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration to 
form a new Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization in the Executive Office of 
the President. 

“Mr. President, I have grave reservations about this and hearings may prove 
that it is unwise to place an operating agency under the arm of a Chief Executive, 
particularly when the Presidential Office is already burdened with such tremendous 
responsibilities. Congress authorized the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
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in its present form, and any proposed change should be most carefully reviewed 
by Congress. 

“These agencies should not be supervised by the President of the United States. 
This is the first time, to my knowledge, that an operating agency of the Govern- 
ment is proposed to be placed under the direct control of the President in peace- 
ae I can visualize what would happen to civil defense in that event. Every 

ar r and every governor who had a problem of civil defense, rather than dealing 
with it directly, would insist on consulting with the President as the direct head of 
the operating agency. 

“I think the entire reorganization plan needs to be reviewed, to determine 
whether it is wise to carry it out and to establish the President as the head of an 
eee 

“Mr. President, it my earnest hope that the resolution will receive prompt 
action by an appropriate committee, and that thorough hearings will be held.” 


FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


The Federal Civil Defense Administration, first created within the Office for 
Emergency Management by Executive Order 10186, December 1, 1950, was 
established as an independent agency of the executive branch of the Government 
by the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1245). 

The agency is responsible for the development, coordination, and operation of 
the national civil-defense program. It develops-national policy, operates warning 
systems, conducts shelter research, maintains training centers, and stores emer- 
gency civil-defense supplies. FCDA also coordinates the Federal Government’s 
disaster-relief activities under Executive Order 10427 of January 16, 1953. 

FCDA’s national headquarters are at Battle Creek, Mich. It maintains a 
Washington office, 7 regional offices throughout the United States and 2 training 
centers, a rescue school at Olney, Md., and a staff college at Battle Creek. As of 
March 31, 1958, it had 1,278 employees, stationed as follows: Battle Creek, 741; 
the Washington area, including the rescue school at Olney, 159; regional offices, 
378. 

Civil-defense headquarters were moved to Battle Creek September 1, 1954, as 
the leadoff in a dispersal program of essential defense agencies. There is no 
indication in the President’s message, or in the reorganization plan, itself, as to 
whether the administrative emplovees at Battle Creek would be transferred to 
Washington, although witnesses at the House hearings implied there was no 
present intent to move the majority of them. It is clear, however, that the 
agency’s headquarters would be in the newly created agency in the Executive 
Office of the President. 

FCDA’s appropriation for fiscal 1958 totaled $39,300,000—$17 million of which 
was for grants to States. Its budget requests for fiscal 1959 totaled-$44,700,000— 
including $18 million for stockpiling civil-defense supplies. About $219 million 
in supplies had been stockpiled as of January 1, 1958. 


OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 


The Office of Defense Mobilization was established in the Executive Office of 
the President by Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1953 (67 Stat. 634), which con- 
solidated the major civilian mobilization activities of the Government in that 
agency. 

The Director of the Office, on behalf of the President, coordinates all mobiliza- 
tion activities of the Governme ent, including production, stabilization, trans- 
portation and manpower, and the stockpiling of strategic materials. There are 
approximately $7,350 million of strategic materials in Government inventories 
at present. 

In addition, the Director advises the President on various other matters related 
to mobilization, including trade agreements, telecommunications, strategie relo- 
cation of industries, major disasters affecting national defense, etc., and admin- 
isters an executive reserve training program. 

As of January 1, 1958, the Office of Defense Mobilization had 254 full-time 
employees. Its appro riation for fiscal 1958 amounted to $2,214,000; its budget 
request for fiscal 1959, $9, 420,000. 


! States, Ferritorial governments, and their political subdivisions have primary responsibility for the 
operation of the civil-defense program at local levels. 
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SUMMATION 


The primary objective of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 is to establish a 
single pattern of authority for nonmilitary defense functions by vesting them 
directly in the President of the United States. 

At present, these functions are lodged in the Office of Defense Mobilization in 
the Executive Office of the President and in the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration, an independent agency. These agencies would be consolidated in the 
Executive Office. 

An equally important objective is the providing of flexibility for the discharge 
of these functions by giving the President broad powers to delegate them to 
various operating agencies of the Government as the defense situation dictates. 

It seems to the staff that vesting civil-defense functions in the highest authority 
in the executive branch, viz, the President, himself, is entirely compatible with 
their vast importance to the Nation. No function of Government, other than 
military preparedness to prevent attack, is more significant to survival in the 
missile age. 

The argument that plan 1 is a blank check to the President to delegate non- 
military defense functions without continuing congressional supervision does not 
appear especially valid. Both the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization 
and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator presently have statutory authority 
to delegate their operating functions to various other executive agencies. 

As a matter of fact, the Civil Defense Act of 1950 contains what amounts to a 
mandate to the Federal Civil Defense Director to disperse civil-defense funetions 
widely throughout the executive branch in order to bring the resources of all 
appropriate Government agencies into action should an emergency occur. 

Nor, in the view of the staff, is the contention convincing that vesting authority 
in the President would envelop the civil-defense program in a climate of exective 
or Presidential privilege which might make it inaecessible to congressional serutiny. 

It is obvious that the President, himself, cannot discharge the responsibilities 
plan 1 vests in him. He will, undoubtedly, delegate the vast majority, with 
exception of the very highest policy matters, to either the head of the newly 
created agency or the heads of other Government agencies, who would be publicly 
accountable for the discharge of the duties assigned them. 

The mere fact that the new agency would be in the Executive Office would not, 
in itself, give to its Director or other officials exeeutive privilege or immunity. 
For example, the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, which is presently 
in the Executive Office, is directly accountable to the Congress for the discharge 
of the duties delegated him. 

In summary, plan 1 is designed to improve the posture of civil defense by raising 
it to the highest level of executive authority in order to (1) strengthen existing 
Federal civilian defense activities, (2) eliminate top-level duplications presently 
existing, and (3) ultimately, command greater public support. 

Approved: 

Water L. Reynotps, Staff Director. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. FINAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; 
ACCOMPANIED BY FRED E. LEVI, ASSISTANT CHIEF, OFFICE OF 
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee today in 
connection with your hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958. 

The purpose of that plan is to improve and strengthen Federal 
organization for preparing and mobilizing the Nation for nonmilitary 
defense activities. 

The problem of how best to organize the Federal Government for 
carrying out nonmilitary defense preparedness activities has been 
under study for some time in both the legislative and executive 
branches. 
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Committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives have 
conducted far-reaching investigations of this subject. The principal 
organizational areas identified in connection with these various studies 
are— 

1. The overlapping jurisdiction of the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation and the Federal Civil Defense Administration, and the 
inability to clarify adequately their respective roles. 

2. The confusion resulting from having two nonmilitary defense 
agencies coordinating and directing other agencies of the Govern- 
ment and racing tellers to State and local governments. 

3. The extent to which the utilization of other agencies of the 
Government in nonmilitary defense preparedness is advantageous 
and appropriate. 

Last year, the Bureau of the Budget, after consulting with the 
Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration, engaged a management consulting firm to develop a scheme of 
ce which would provide solutions to the organizational 
problems which had been identified. 

After considering an interim report from the consulting firm, 
together with information developed in previous investigations, the 
President concluded, as stated in his 1959 budget message, that 
because of the rapid advances in military science there now exists 
a serious overlap Febaaba the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
and the Office of Defense Mobilization in carrying out the central 
planning and coordination of our nonmilitary defense programs. 

He further concluded that, because these central functions transcend 
the responsibility of any single department or agency and because 
of the continuing changes which could be expected in military science, 
the functions should be vested in the President. 

The principal statutes relating to nonmilitary defense planning 
activities are the National Security Act of 1947, the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, and the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. 

The central functions are vested differently by these statutes. 
The National Security Act provides that the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation shall advise the President with respect to our preparedness 
plans. The Defense Production Act authorizes the President to 
develop defense mobilization preparedness programs, and this duty 
has been delegated to the Director of the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion. The Federal Civil Defense Act places the function of preparing 
for a civil defense emergency in the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
trator. 

Hydrogen bombs, radiological fallout, and missile delivery were 
not immediate factors in defense planning from 1947 to 1950. Hence, 
developments in those fields, which have greatly expanded the nature 
and concept of survival planning, have made obsolete the organiza- 
tional features of those statutes. 

We now must plan for a possible attack which would affect vast 
areas of the country and require the use of all available resources, 
human and material, in the survival effort. 

Under such planning assumptions, it is no longer possible to main- 
tain a distinction between defense mobilization and civil defense. 

The statutory assignments based on such a distinction have grad- 
ually resulted in a serious overlap of effort. It is now difficult, if not 
impossible, to provide central direction and coordination to the 
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affected Federal agencies or to provide uniform guidance to the State 
and local governments concerning their activities in nonmilitary 
defense planning. 

Reorganization Plan No. 1 will result in stronger and more effective 
organizational arrangements for nonmilitary defense activities. It 
will eliminate the overlapping structure which we now have. 

The plan will accomplish these improvements by— 

1. The transfer to the President of the functions vested by 
law in the Office of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration, and 

2. The consolidation of the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion and the Office of Defense Mobilization into a new agency, 
the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, in the Executive 
Office of the President. 

Since our preparedness activities directly involve most of the 
major departments and agencies, all State and local governments, 
onl many public and private organizations, they are clearly far be- 
yond the scope of any single department or agency. 

The transfer to the President thus recognizes the fact that central 
leadership in this area is and must continue to be a direct responsi- 
bility of the President. 

Vesting the central functions in the President will make it easier 
for him to utilize the specialized abilities of various departments and 
agencies in carrying out the widespread preparedness activities which 
make up our total nonmilitary defense effort. 

The Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization will serve as a 
single staff agency for assisting the President in planning, directing, 
and coordinating the entire range of activities in this extremely com- 
plex and crucial program area. 

The reorganization plan will bring into being an agency which is 
capable of looking at the entire problem of nonmilitary defense 
preparedness. 

The new agency, in the Executive Office of the President will have 
the status which is appropriate to its central policy and coordination 
functions. 

After Reorganization Plan No. 1 goes into effect, it is expected that 
the Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization will 
be assigned by the President the functions now imposed by law on 
the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization and on the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration to other departments and agencies will 
be continued. 

A review of those assignments and the development of proposals 
for new assignments, to be made by the President, will be among the 
first tasks of the new Office. 

Such new assignments will seek to eliminate the current overlap 
and confusion and to increase the effectiveness of the contribution to 
nonmilitary defense preparedness by the various Federal departments 
and agencies as well as by the other levels of government. 

The fact that the President will make the assignments directly will 
serve to emphasize this concern that they not be considered peripheral 
or secondary missions but that they be given high priority by the 
departments and agencies. 

The reorganization plan provides for a Director, a Deputy Director 
and three Assistant Directors for the new agency. The Director of 
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the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization will become a statutory 
member of the National Security Council in place of the Director of 
the Office of Defense Mobilization whose membership stems from the 
National Security Act of 1947. 

The Civil Defense Advosory Council created by section 102 (a) 
of the Federal Civil Defense Act, together with its functions, is 
transferred by the plan to the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobiliza- 
tion. 

In summary, Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 provides the 
machinery for eliminating present confusion in our nonmilitary defense 
programs. It will, therefore, result in far greater effectiveness in 
dealing with what we now recognize to be the inseparable jobs of 
planning for civil defense and defense mobilization preparedness. 

Because the reorganization plans creates an organization capable of 
looking at the total problem of preparing for a national emergency, 
we will be able to achieve a higher state of readiness. 

Finally, in recognition of the fact that nonmilitary defense is a vital 
part of our total national security posture and should properly be 
associated with the President, the plan vests the central functions in 
the President to be carried out with the assistance of a new agency in 
his Executive Office. 

The Bureau of the Budget strongly urges that the Congress permit 
this plan to go into effect. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much, Mr. Finan. 

We will want to ask you a few questions. 

I should like to ask you first how will the officers, the director, the 
deputy director, three assistant directors be appointed. Are these 
all Presidential appointments? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; subject to Senate confirmation. 

Senator Humpnrey. All five of them? 

Mr. Fran. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Which one of them will be the director of 
civil-defense activities? 

Mr. Frnan. The Director of the consolidated office, Senator. We 
do not contemplate an arrangement under which you have a sub- 
ordinate agency bureau or division concerned with civil defense. 

It will not be subordinated to what are currently the responsibilities 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Senator Humpnrey. In other words the Director of this new 
Office—what do you call it? 

Mr. Finan. The Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

Senator Humpnurey. He will be the Director of Civil Defense? 

Mr. Fran. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Who will perform the functions that Mr. Gray 
of ODM is presently performing? 

Mr. Finan. The same individual, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. So you are going to have one man perform all 
that two men are performing now? 

Mr. Frnan. With presumably an enlarged and strengthened staff 
to assist him in that reorganization. 

Senator Humpurey. Is this reorganization plan going to save any 
money? 

Mr. Finan. That is not its principal purpose, Senator. 

The problem here 
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Senator Humpurey. I did not ask that. 

I said, will it save any money? 

You said a larger staff and I wondered what is contemplated. 

Mr. Finan. The larger staff could result easily from the consolidated 
staffs of the two agencies. 

Senator Humpurey. You mean that the staff of the 1 agency would 
be larger than the aggregate total of the staffs of the 2 agencies? 

Mr. Finan. No, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you have a blueprint for this reorganization 
plan? Do you have something at which we can look? 

Mr. Finan. The firm of McKinsey & Co., Mr. Chairman, developed 
in connection with its survey and report, a proposed pattern of 
organization, of internal organization for the new agency. 

We are quite favorably impressed with the proposals of the firm in 
that connection, and are prepared to urge their favorable consideration 
by the new director when he is appointed and confirmed. 

However, it will be up to the head of this agency, where necessary 
in consultation with the President, to take responsibility for the final 
decision as to the internal organization of the agency. 

Senator Humpurey. I am going to tell you right now I am not going 
to vote for any reorganization plan unless I have a pretty good idea 
what it looks like. 

We have gone through this before. I am a proreorganization man. 
I have supported almost all reorganization plans, but I think the 
Congress ought to know what is contemplated in a reorganization 
plan other than to say, ‘‘This is efficient” or ‘““This is the language of 
the public administration textbooks.”’ 

I know how to reorganize it; I am an old political science professor. 
What I want to know is what you are going to do, what is the format; 
who is going to occupy the slots in these charts we have here, who are 
are the personalities involved; what is their authority? 

I think we have got to have something like that. Too often, I have 
supported reorganization plans only to find out afterward that what I 
buleeed I was supporting was never implemented after the reorganiza- 
tion plans were adopted—or was subsequently changed. 

Mr. Finan. Unfortunately under these circumstances, Mr. Chair- 
man, the plan will have to take effect before these officers can be 
nominated. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, I am interested in their line of authority, 
their chain of command, and a clear and firmly designed outline of 
administrative structure, not what some consultant has suggested. 
The Government is filled with consultants’ reports—many of which 
never see the light of day. 

I want to know what the office having the authority is going to do, 
not what a consultant proposes as a suggestion. 

Have you any firm plan that the Bureau of the Budget has drawn 
up with the President’s approval that you can lay before this sub- 
committee which will inform us just what is going to happen if and 
when this reorganization plan is approved? 

Mr. Finan. Not a plan that has the approval of the President as 
yet, Mr. Chairman, because we think that the President will want the 
advice of the head of his new consolidated agency as well as the 
advice of the Bureau of the Budget in reaching the final decision as to 
the exact pattern of administration of this combined program. 

26895—58——3 
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Senator Humpurey. I will come back to this. 

One final question on the matter: What are you going to do about 
appropriations under this plan? 

Are you going to pursue the course where appropriations are made 
direct to the operating agencies; for csataatte, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, or to some other agency, or are you 
going to permit this new organization to ask for a consolidated appro- 
priation and redelegate the money back to the working agencies? 

Mr. Finan. A Pes which as I understand it, not only has the 
approval of, but was in fact initiated by the House Appropriations 
Committee, will involve a central appropriation which will then be 
allocated to the agencies receiving ites delegations. 

Senator Humpurey. I know that. 

What I want to know is what is the Bureau of the Budget going 
to do in fiscal 1960, for example. 

Mr. Finan. We have reached agreement with the committee on 
that score, Mr. Chairman, and that will be the manner in which the 
appropriation is put up. 

t will be a single consolidated appropriation. 

Senator Humpurey. Does the Senate Appropriations Committee 
agree with that procedure? 

Mr. Finan. Frankly I am not sure. 

Senator Humpurey. I think you had better find out. 

Mr. Finan. I can supply an answer to that for the record. I have 
no indication they do not agree. 

Senator Humpurey. Could you provide this information for the 
record whether or not the Bureau of the Budget has consulted with 
Senator Hayden and members of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee as to this consolidated budget? That is what it really amounts 
to. 

Mr. Finan. I will be glad to do that. 

(The information requested follows :) 

JUNE 10, 1958. 


Position taken by the Senate Appropriations Committee with respect to 
financing functions delegated by the Office of Defense Mobilization and the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration to departments and agencies. 


OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 


“The committee agrees with the statement in the House report that the budget 
for the next fiscal year should reflect the true cost of defense mobilization func- 
tions, including those for which other agencies may be reimbursed when performing 
delegated functions requiring services beyond their normal operations’’ (General 
Government Matters Appropriation Bill, 1959, Committee on Appropriations, 
Rept. No. 1655, June 5, 1958). 


FEDERAL Civit DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


“A supplemental estimate was considered and allowed in the full amount of 
$2,915,000 for a consolidation of amounts for delegated functions previously 
budgeted for the Housing and Home Finance Agency, the Department of Com- 
merce, the Corps of Engineers, the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, the Department of Labor, and the Post Office Department. The 
committee also recommends increasing the amount in the proviso earmarking 
funds for delegated functions from $250,000 to $2,915,000’’ (Independent Offices 
— Bill, 1959, Committee on Appropriations, Rept. No. 1656, June 5, 

58). 
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Senator Humpurey. Under the present practice the civil defense 
organization is given funds to be ieaBoentcd to the agencies that are 
required to perform certain functions under a civil defense plan. 

Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman, the only part of this appropriations 
setup which has been a matter of difficulty has been the provision of 
funds for activities that are assigned to the regular departments and 
agencies. There has been right along a group of centralized appro- 
priations for various parts of the civil defense program that are 
administered directly by FCDA. 

Senator Humrurey, Yes, I understand that. 

Mr. Finan. And there has been a single appropriation for the 
Office of Defense Mobilization. 

The area that has given us difficulty has involved these delegated 
functions and we have tried it up to the present time, I think every 
possible way that it could be tried. 

Now on that last point, the delegated functions, the proposal for 
financing them for 1960, will be a consolidated appropriation which 
will then be allocated to the various departments affected. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much, 

Senator Thurmond. 

Senator THurmonp. I would like to ask you whether or not this 
plan of consolidation or merger would save any money. 

Mr. Finan. Senator, I would like to answer you this way: The 
principal concern that the President and the executive branch have 
had in this area has been program effectiveness. We have been 
concerned about the weakness of our nonmilitary defense preparations. 
So that the overriding consideration here is not economy, it is ef- 
fectiveness. 

Now there is some reason to assume when you combine two agencies, 
there is—some possibility should be created for what might be called 
administrative economies. 

But against the total requirements of this program, we would think 
they would be very laall and to be completely candid with the 
Congress, we would like to emphasize that we did not develop this 
plan with economy in mind and do not want to ask for support of 
it on that basis. 

Senator THurmonp. Back in the State government when I ad- 
vocated consolidations and mergers I did it for two reasons, one, 
efficiency, and two, economy. 

Under this plan you are not going to save any money, is that right? 

Mr. Finan. As I say, this plan should make possible some economies 
of an administrative expense character. 

But when you measure those against the total cost of the nonmilitary 
defense program, they are not likely to be significant. 

Senator THurMoND. How many people are you going to eliminate 
from the program by making this merger? 

Mr. Finan. At the moment we have no plans for any elimination, 
Senator. 

Senator THurMOND. No plans at all? 

Mr. Finan. Both agencies at the moment have appropriated 

Senator THurMoND. That is one of the disheartening things to me 
in government, especially the Federal Government, is to see consoli- 
dations made and eliminate nobody. 

There seems to be a feeling of hurting people’s feelings because of 
cutting them off from the payroll, but when you can save the public 
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expense—TI want to see people eliminated from the Government; not 
added, but eliminated. 

a only way we are going to bring about reductions is to eliminate 
people. 

And now you mean to tell me you have got 2 big departments here 
you are “going to consolidate and you do not plan to eliminate 1 person? 

Mr. Finan. That is not the purpose of this plan, Senator. Both 
of these agencies at the moment have proportionately a rather sub- 
oe number of vacant positions which are funded in this year’s 

udget. 

The problem here has been one of developing a strong and effective 
program, and I would, as I say, in all candor, would want to say we 
do not anticipate using this plan deliberately for the purpose of saving 
money. 

Senator TuurmMonp. There is too much of a feeling existing among 
a lot of people in this country that jobs should be created to give 
ay: something to do. 

The Government should take care of them. 

T look at it just the opposite way. The Government ought to be 
as lean as it can be, in other words, have as few people in the Govern- 
ment to do its job as possible. 

It is the people’s job to support the Government, not the Govern- 
ment’s job to support the people. 

And I think when our leaders in Government, people like you, and 
others in key positions, will assume that philosophy, looking after the 
public’s interest rather than the individual’s giving them jobs, then 
we will begin to save some money. 

Mr. Finan. Senator, I would say the Budget Bureau completely 
shares that view. 

But I just want to be very careful 

Senator THurMoND. You are in accord with that view I expressed? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir, but I would want to be very careful 

Senator Tuurmonp. I am glad to hear that. 

Mr. Finan (continuing). In connection with this particular 
reorganization, I want to be careful to say the overriding concern is 
not to reduce the payroll or save payroll dollars. 

We would hope in the end for every dollar we spend in the non- 
military defense area we would get a lot better results from it. 

Senator TuaurmMonpb. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smitu. I have no questions right now, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Martin? 

Senator Martin. I have just been looking over the analysis of the 
new organization: Volume II: Organization for Nonmilitary Defense 
Preparedness, Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. You are familiar with the volume I am talking 
about? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. You know it is known as the McKinsey report. 

In it there are some exhibits showing alternative organization charts. 

Exhibit 1 and exhibit 2 have alternative A and alternative B. 

Is this representation by the McKinsey report in line with what 
you are proposing in Plan No. 1? 

(The exhibits referred to follow :) 
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Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. It is a rather good brief organizational chart. 
I have been looking over exhibits 1 and 2 to find out what the difference 
is in the two. I notice that exhibit 1 covers supply and requirements 
that is not included in exhibit 2. 

Exhibit 2, in that part, covered manpower, health and medical, 
production, materials, communications and transportation. 

Why weren’t these two exhibits merged in one? 

Mr. Fran. Sir? 

Senator Martin. Why were not these two exhibits merged in one? 

Mr. Finan. The firm wanted to give us the benefit of the analysis 
they made of the two alternative forms of organization; they concluded 
that one had merits that were superior to the other. 

Senator Martin. They have practically the same coverage. I 
notice in small type on exhibit 1 they bave the same headings that 
they have in broader squares here in exhibit 2 and I was just a little 
confused as to why they did a different job. 

Mr. Finan. You have the advantage of me there, Senator. Some- 
one just borrowed my copy of the report, so I do not have it. 

Senator Martin. I want to ask why it is just a matter of a ruler 
and a pencil presentation in the same words, and I wondered why 
you had two alternative plans here in this way. 

Does that indicate any difference in organization? 

Mr. Finan. Senator, if you will look at exhibit 1, you will notice 
that under program areas they have under a single officer the whole 
supply and requirements area, which covers manpower, production 
and materials, transportation, communications, health and medical. 
You have one layer of supervision over this tremendous area between 
those functions and the Director; whereas, in exhibit 2, you will note 
the officers responsible for each of those areas report directly to the 
Director. That is the major difference. 

Senator Martin. That is the only point different from the two 
charts? 

Mr. Finan. It is the principal difference but that is very important. 

Senator Martin. That is why I am bringing it out. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; that is a very significant difference. 

Senator Martin. You have not resolved that yet? 

Everything else in the chart is pretty well the same. 

Mr. Finan. Well, the firm, on balance, sir, indicated that they 
thought that alternative B would produce a more effective organiza- 
tion and we are inclined to agree with them. 

Senator Martin. Now that major point that has not been resolved 
yet, in exhibit 1, putting supply and requirements as one head, under 
which the 5 subheads appear, and over in exhibit 2, putting the 5 
subheads each in a little box by himself, is that right? 

Mr. Finan. Each reporting directly to the Director of this contem- 
plated agency; yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. That is the only thing that you have unresolved 
as far as the firm outline of reorganization is concerned? 

Mr. Finan. Again let me try to make myself clear, Senator. 

The decision on the internal organization of this agency will be up 
to the new director. He could, if he chose, disregard both of these 
proposals and develop his own pattern. 
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All the Budget Bureau can do is to recommend in a situation of 
this kind. We do not decide. 

Senator Martin. I am trying to get a general picture of what you 
had in mind when you came in here. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. And I need to know whether this is along the 
lines you are thinking when you make your recommendations. 

Mr. Finan. Very definitely it is, sir. 

Senator Martin. And your thoughts are fairly well in line with the 
report? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. Insofar as they are undecided on this program 
area, whether we will have 1 head or 5 heads, you share with them 
lack of resolution on that? 

Mr. Finan. No, sir, there is no lack of resolution there as far as 
McKinsey & Co. and the Budget Bureau are concerned. 

The Bureau, as a matter of policy, when we employ a consulting 
firm, asks them to include in their reports alternative forms of organ- 
ization that they concluded merited consideration, and to prepare for 
us an analysis of the various forms including the basis on which they 
arrived at a judgment that one was better than the other. 

We do that because we want to reserve the right ourselves, and we 
also want to give an agency head the right to arrive at his own judg- 
ment, which in some situations may be quite at variance with the 
judgment of the engineering firm. 

So that in this case they found two forms they thought merited 
serious consideration, and they covered them in their report, and then 
indicated which one they felt would be superior to the other and sup- 
plied us with the reasons that led them to that conclusion. 

Senator Martin. The only positions in this new organization that 
will come before the Senate will be the positions of Director, Deputy 
Director and the three Assistant Directors, is that correct? 

Mr. Frnan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Martin. All other organization personnel will be largely 
within the jurisdiction of the management of the new “Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization?” 

Mr. Finan. They will be regular civil service personnel, Senator. 

Senator Martin. We need not make any decision on detail of 
organization at all in this action we have before us. 

he only thing I want is a picture of about what you had in mind 
in the overall. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. I am not trying to pinpoint the details of the 
internal organization in the action before us. 

Mr. Finan. I think that is correct. 

Senator Martin. I think it is important for us to know what you 
have in mind. 

There is one thing, I would like to suggest about the name of your 
organization. We have had trouble getting across to the civilian 
population just what it is all about. 

Now there has been an overlap, that you describe so well in your 
statement, but when you call the new name of Office of Defense and 
Civilian Mobilization, you have a rather long name for the new 
organization. 

26895—58——4 
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Could we shorten that in some way? 

Mr. Finan. Well, this is a hard subject, Senator. It is one that 
invariably gives trouble, is trying to find a descriptive title for an 
agency that at the same time is not too complicated. 

Senator Martin. I would like to ask you—I have not given too 
long a thought on this point, but as you read the title, I felt some of 
our people would fail to follow such a long title. 

ould it be too short a title to say “Office of Nonmilitary 
Defense?” 

I am not trying to name this organization. I am just asking for 
your idea. 

Mr. Finan. The principal trouble that you would have with that 
is that this agency has certain responsibilities that do get into the 
actual military defense field, and there would be a connotation there 
that you were taking something away. 

If you recall, the Office of Defense Mobilization is currently called 
the Office of Defense Mobilization. If we switched to a title that said 
“Non-Military Defense” it would suggest a dimunition in responsi- 
bilities which is not actually al aceite here. 

Senator Martin. The mobilization you are talking about here is 
the military mobilization as well as civil mobilization? 

Mr. Finan. It is total mobilization, sir. This agency has responsi- 
bility for planning and assisting the President in planning and pre- 
paring for the total civilian industrial mobilization of the country in 
support of our military effort, among other things. 

Senator Martin. Is it your plan to have this new organization 
exercise some jurisdiction in the strictly military field other than 
industrial and civilian support of military? 

Mr. Finan. There is no expansion of functions here either, but 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950, the parts of it that are still 
on the books, this agency would perform key functions on which the 
Department of Defense would ultimately have to depend for manu- 
factured military end items, manpower, and so on. 

Senator Martin. Do you consider that production program as part 
of the military organization? 

Mr. Finan. That is a difficult question to answer, framed just 
that way, Senator. The military, of course, are arranging for their 
own production in that they are letting all of their own production 
contracts. 

This agency is not in that business. 

Senator Martin. This agency would not cut into that field? 

Mr. Finan. No, sir. 

Senator Martin. Can’t we get a field clearly marked out and simply 
—* or labeled to get across to the aate what we are creating 

ere? 

I do not believe the people can follow too complicated a title nor 
can they get a very exact picture of the jurisdiction of the two organi- 
i the civil activities on the one hand, and the military on the 
other. 

I was hopeful that we could create an organization that would have 
a clearcut nonoverlapping function and 

Mr. Finan. Well, onter. these two agencies between them are 





now administering somewhere, I would estimate, in the neighborhood 
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of a dozen different statutes which were enacted under different times, 
different circumstances, and with different purposes in view. 

One of our hopes would be that by consolidating responsibility for 
the administration of this complete complex of law in one agency we 
could get a central total review of it nai for the first time—— 

Senator Martin. You would not change the present functioning of 
these two agencies as they are operating under the present law? 

You would not change their essential functioning. You would not 
create any overlap with the military more than now exists? 

Mr. Finan. No, sir; this plan neither creates new statute nor does 
it eliminate statutes. 

Senator Martin. You say you had to retain some military connota- 
tion in your title. I wondered if you were encroaching at all on the 
military defense organization. 

Mr. Finan. That is not involved in this plan at all, sir. 

To get back to your earlier point 

Senator Martin. Can we make sure we do not create the impres- 
sion that we are encroaching on the military? 

Mr. Finan. Well, we do not feel that we have created such an 
impression. 

As I say, the title of one of the agencies affected here today is the 
Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Senator Martin. When I suggested the name ‘“Nonmilitary De- 
fense,”’ you said it had some military in it? 

Mr. Finan. I believe my answer was, Senator, that it could easily 
suggest we were eliminating any concern about the support of the 
military program from the responsibilities of this agency, and we 
would not want to do that. 

But to finish my answer to another of your questions, we would 
hope that by centralizing total responsibility in one agency we could 
get an analysis made of this big complex of statutes that we are dealing 
with here, and equip the executive branch to lay before the Congress 
one of these days, perhaps, some kind of a consolidated and greatly 
simplified bill which could solve one of the problems you alluded to 
and that is the complexity of the program and the difficulty of the 
public comprehending it fully. 

Senator Martin. Would the name ‘Office of Nonmilitary Defense”’ 
make it impossible for you to carry out the present functions of the 
two organizations that you are merging? 

Mr. Finan. It would not make it impossible, Senator, but it could 
create an erroneous impression as to the scope of the responsibility 
that is involved here. 

Senator Martin. I am afraid that it is hard to convey a clearcut 
impression to the people with too long a title. 

I am only struggling with the title. 

Mr. Finan. I understand your problem fully. 

However, the President selected this particular title that is now 
imbedded in this reorganization plan. 

Senator Martin. Our problem here is only that of merging the 
2 agencies into 1 agency and retain the general jurisdictions of the 
2 agencies which they are now exercising; is that correct? 

ou are not changing any functions. You are merging them. 

Mr. Finan. No, we are neither changing nor eliminating functions 

nor are we creating any new ones. 
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Senator Martin. Only a merger. And my question is, Can we 
derely a simpler title? 

INAN. Senator, at the moment we have the title in the 
selegeabaation plan. The plan stands or falls with the title unchanged 
as well as the other provisions. 

Senator Martin. That is all. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Thurmond? 

Senator THurmonp. Mr. Chairman, I just want to state that I 
am in accord with the views expressed by the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa, that the title is not as clear as it could be, is not as symbolic 
of what the functions proposed in this office would be. 

A new title as I understand it, that you have given to the organiza- 
tion as it was merged or consolidated or functions transferred one to 
the other, will be Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

As soon as the word ‘defense’ is mentioned, to my mind, you 
mean the Defense Department, or maybe that is because I am a 
reservist and vitally interested in the work of the Defense Depart- 
ment. The word “defense” to most people, I believe, is symbolic of 
the services, Army, Navy, and Air Force, and when you say Office 
of Defense, and that is the first part, it seems that some confusion 
might be created along that line. 

I think the title that the Senator suggested ‘“nonmilitary” might 
be all right or if you used or put the word “civilian” first, the Office 
of Civilian Defense and Mobilization. 

In other words, it is my opinion that the word “‘civilian’’ ought to 
come in there at the beginning to indicate a distinction between the 
functions of this organization and those of the military. 

The chairman was just talking with me, and I think the terminol- 

that he suggested would be very good, which would be Office of 
Civilian Planning and Mobilization. 

But at least the word “civilian” or “civil” ought to come, I think, 
in the beginning to distinguish this office from that of the Defense 
Department. That is just my opinion for what it is worth. 

Senator Martin. May I suggest that is just exactly in line with 
my thinking. I was using the word “nonmilitary”’ but the suggestion 
of the Senator from South Carolina is better. 

Senator Humpurey. In my opinion if we create a new agency 
called the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, this title imme- 
diately attaches itself to the vast expenditures being made for national 
defense, some $40 billion, and, as Senator Thurmond just said to me, 
it sounds very much like a consolidation or reorganization of the 
main Department of Defense. The emphasis here is upon the civilian 
defense aspects of our economy not the military. Is that not so? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, that is correct, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Therefore, it seems to me what you should 
attempt to do is properly identify it. This is very important for the 
explanation, both to the committees of Congress and to the American 
oe and I think the emphasis that Senator Thurmond and Senator 

artin have placed, both upon “nonmilitary” and “civilian’’, is 
exceedingly important. 

I fully realize that the reorganization plan includes the title of 
Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization; but the assurance that 
the subcommittee wants, at the minimum, I am sure, is that, if 
there is subsequent legislation, which you have indicated there might 
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be, in regard to reallocation or study of the functions involved under 
present statutory law, that some change in the title could be made. 

There is one other possibility. You can withdraw the present 
reorganization plan and submit a new one. 

Mr. Finan. I think it would be much simpler if we have a real 
major problem here to pass a simple bill that would change the title 
of this agency. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, that could be done. 

But in effect, may I say, that the reorganization plan is for all 
practical purposes legislation, as you know. 

Mr. Frvan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And it seems to me that the time to do these 
things is the time that you act. We have had years of experience 
working under the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended. My 
experience under this act is no longer theoretical but practical. It is 
embarrassing at times to vote for things that do not work out the 
way we were lead to believe they were going to. I am convinced that 
unless you get these things pinned down when you act on a reorgan- 
ization plan they seem to run footloose from there on out. I am 
saying this in the most friendly manner and most considerate manner 
to you, but I sincerely believe it is better that we have a meeting 
of the minds at the initial stage than it is to hope that somehow or 
other we will patch things up later on. 

I wish to defer at this time to my colleagues who have given a great 
deal of thought to this matter. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Thurmond? 

Senator THurMoND. No questions. 

Senator Martin. I have no more questions at this time. I want 
to say your general objective is a very good objective and J just want 
to make sure we have a clearcut presentation on the plan when it is 
before the Senate. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. One of the concerns that I have relating to 
this plan goes right back to the terminology, the name of it, of the 
new agency. 

It appears to me the ODM has preempted the rights. When you 
start talking about the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, it 
indicates to me that the ODM aspects of these two agencies have 
worked their way up a couple of notches higher on the totem pole on 
administration authority than the civil defense aspects of the two 
agencies. 

Do you get my point? 

You are merging 2 agencies now, with 1 Director. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. And you start right out calling it the Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization. 

That, within itself, indicates to me that the thinking in the Bureau 
of the Budget is to give superior authority to the concept of ODM. 

I want you to know that I feel that we need a strong Federal civil 
defense agency, but I do not see in the working designs and plans of 
either the McKinsey report—and I underscore the fact that this is 
the McKinsey report—lI do not see in the working plan or the sug- 
gested reorganization plan the emphasis upon civil defense activities. 
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I do not see, for example, where Mr. Hoegh is going to end up in 
this. I do not want to be personal about this—he has surely not 
asked me to—and most likely will come up here, like all good solid 
administration people, and support this plan, but my job is to try to 
find out what is in it. 

I want to know: “Where does the Civil Defense Administrator end 
up in this plan? 

What are his responsibilities, what does this plan do in terms of 
close working relationship with State, county, and local civil defense 
agencies? There is the heart and core of civil defense. 

Civil defense is not in Washington. At best, we have here planning, 
education, training, and materials; the heart and core, the backbone of 
the civil defense structure in this country is in the grassroots. 

Now what does this reorganization plan do to make that contact 
between the Federal Government and the State and local government 
all the better. What does it do to encourage more participation at 
the State and local level? 

These are specific questions. I want to know what happens here 
that adds new vitality, new strength, new meaning to the real civil 
defense organization, which is at the local level. 

Mr. Frnan. As we see it, Mr. Chairman, the benefits we will get 
from the area you are discussing will flow from several aspects of 
this plan. 

To begin with, there is nothing in this plan which in any way 
diminishes the importance of or the emphasis on civil defense—quite 
the contrary—for one thing, we are elevating the function from where 
it now rests which is in an independent agency of the Government, 
which, as a practical matter is not regarded as being as important 
an agency as is an executive department or for that matter one of 
the components within the Executive Office of the President. 

We lift all of these functions to that level and we vest them directly 
in the President. 

There is a recognition here that the importance of civil defense to 
every man, woman and child in this country is so great that the 
program itself should be directly vested in the President. 

ow you understand and we understand of course the President 
personally is not going to exercise this tremendous array of duties. 

Senator Humpurey. Can I interrupt there? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. You talk about a plan. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. What you really mean is that this reorganiza- 
tion proposal is nota plan. What this reorganization proposal does is to 
delegate all the functions to the President that have been delegated by 
statute to an independent agency such as FCDA to the President. 

There isno plan. Have you got a plan? 

Mr. Finan. Well, the Reorganization Act of 1949 describes these 
instruments which the President transmits to the Congress as re- 
organization plans, and in that sense we have a reorganization plan. 

Rénator Humpnurey. What kind of a plan? I have not seen any 

lan. 
F Mr. Finan. It is Reorganization Plan No. 1, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Reorganization suggestion or proposal No. 1, 
but what is the plan? What you really have here is the transfer to 
the President of authority for nonmilitary defense programs. 


a a | 
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You do not have any detailed reorganization plan. If you have 
one that will solve my problem I want to see it. I might just as well 
tell you I am not going to vote for it unless I see a plan. 

Mr. Frnan. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I do not quite follow 
you. Because the act which the President and Congress are operating 
under here is the Reorganization Act of 1949. 

Senator Humpurey. I know; I was chairman of the subcommittee 
that extended it. 

Mr. Frnan. Yes, sir; I recall that. 

It defines, by law, the Presidential instrument transmitted to the 
Congress as a reorganization plan. 

I do not know how I can call it anything else and be clear. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, if you want to call it “‘plan’”’ that is fine. 
What I would like to see is what are the details of 1t? 

Mr. Finan. Well, to the extent it has any details in it, the President 
has written them in and there are not very many, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. What happens is that the Bureau of the 
Budget prepares the message for the President which is entirely proper. 
Apparently it was your section of the Bureau that prepared the draft 
of this proposal, Reorganization Plan No. 1; is that correct? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; we do the staff work for the Director, who in 
turn does it for the President. 

Senator Humpurey. Therefore, I want to know what was in the 
back of your mind after you prepared this very fine message. I read 
it, analyzed it, and studied it. 

What is in the back of your mind as to how this agency is going 
to work? 

Not only what is in the back of your mind, but what is on paper. 
This was sent up here on April 24. What have you done since that 
day in April, in the light of the knowledge of these hearings and the 
hearings of the subcommittee in the House, to give us some specific 
information as to how this thing is going to work? 

Because this is not any plan; I know enough about government— 
I have been at it now for about 16 years—to know a reorganization 
plan when I see one. This is a proposal. This is a message. 

I want to know, if you are setting up the agency, how would it 
work? Who is going to run it? What are the offices, the bureaus, 
the details? What is the line of command, the line of authority? 

Mr. Finan. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I indicated earlier, we are 
prepared to recommend the proposals which are here in great detail; 
we are prepared to recommend to the new Director of this Office the 
details of the proposals which are spelled out in this report. But 
we do not have the authority to make the decisions. We can only 
recommend. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you think the Director will accept the 
McKinsey plan? 

Mr. Finan. I cannot say. I would hope he would. 

Senator Humpnrey. What we are really saying is that, while you 
may recommend either alternative A or alternative B, which are very 
much alike as Senator Martin pointed out, at best this will only be a 
suggestion on your part. If we adopt this reorganization plan, the 
President, in designating a director, will also delegate to that Director 
the right to set up an organization over which the Congress would 
have no control whatsoever. as to its formulation, at least. 
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Mr. Finan. Well, you understand, Mr. Chairman, that is the situa- 
tion that is not essentially different from the one that exists today. 

There is nothing in the statutes that pins down the internal organ- 
ization of either the Federal Civil Defense Administration or the 
Office of Defense Mobilization. The heads of both of those agencies 
are held responsible by the President and the Congress for maintaining 
those agencies in an organizationally sound condition. But there is 
not written into law a word that describes how they must be organized 
internally. 

Senator Humpurey. That may be so. 

Mr. Finan. So, we are not doing anything new here. 

We are really maintaining the current situation, except in 1 agency 
and not 2. 

Senator Humpurey. The difference is that, when the Federal civil- 
defense agency was established, it was established as an independent 
agency by act of Congress, and we know what the duties of the Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator are. We also know he appears before 
Congress to justify his budget requests for civil-defense activities 
before the Appropriation Committees of Congress. 

At least once a year the committees of Congress have an opportunity 
to see what the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has been doing. 
He has to justify his internal organization before those committees 
of Congress at the time of his budget-request hearing. 

Now, what I am really getting at is this: I know Mr. Gordon Gray 
is presently the head of the ODM and Governor Hoegh is presently 
the head of the Federal Civil Defense Administration. These are 
both very fine, distinguished, loyal, and dedicated public servants. 

At present, the ODM has as its major function stockpiling, and 
Civil Defense has as its major function making preparations, in 
coordination with local, State, and county civil-defense organizations, 
who are really the frontline troops, for any national disaster or 
nuclear attack. I want to know where the emphasis is going to be in 
this agency. 

Are we going to do just more stockpiling—is that the emphasis? 
Or is the emphasis upon beefing up, strengthening, giving proper 
recognition to the civil-defense activities? 

Mr. Finan. Well, now, as far as 

Senator Humpurey. It will depend upon who runs the show, won’t 
it? 

In other words, if you have a director who is the overall director, 
that is one thing, but, if, you have a deputy director, in charge of 
civil defense, with certain specifics laid out in his authorization as the 
deputy director, that is another thing. 

ut if he is just a deputy director who is the deputy director for 
general functions, then his authority may be—and the civil-defense 
picture in this thing may be—greatly diluted. 

Mr. Finan. Well, Senator, you get the same annual review of the 
program under this reorganization plan that you are getting today, 
except you are getting it in connection with budget hearings on a single 
agency, rather than two. 

You will also, of course, get an opportunity to ask questions of the 
individual the President nominates for this post in connection with his. 
confirmation hearing. 
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Obviously, he will be in a much more appropriate position than I 
am in to attempt to answer those kinds of questions because, when he 
takes office, he will have the authority to actually make the decisions. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you remember the reorganization plan for 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; very well. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you remember, when it came to the mat- 
ter of the head of that Department, there were considerable specifics 
drawn up as to what kind of a man he would be—how he would not 
be an addict of socialized medicine? 

Mr. Finan. I did not recall that was in the reorganization plan, 
Senator. 

Senator HumpHrery. Oh, yes; it was. We had in the plan, for 
example, to have an adviser, a special adviser to the Secretary, who 
who would be a medical man, a first-class doctor, from private 
practice. 

Mr. Finan. But he was separate from the Surgeon General. He 
was an adviser to the Secretary. 

Senator Humpurey. But he was a kind of eagle eye. 

Mr. Finan. Yes; I remember that. 

Senator Humpnurey. I was not opposed to this, but what I am get- 
ting at was there was concern on the part of Members of Congress 
that we might get a Secretary of the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare who might promote socialized medicine. Therefore, 
we were going to have somebody, under the reorganization plan, in 
a special capacity, an adviser on medical affairs with authority for 
medical matters—the Secretary. In other words, we spelled it out. 

We did not just say, ‘‘Well, now we are going to trust the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and have a nice general reorganiza- 
tion plan here.’’ 

We had already gone through some difficulties here in Congress. 
There was quite a controversy over the preceding head of the Federal 
Security Agency, so we decided that we would spell this one out. 

That is what I am talking about. 

I know that you admire civil defense. There is an overwhelming 
desire here in the country to be of heln in civil defense; but I am 
afraid the Federal Civil Defense Administrator will end up stock- 
piling lead or zine instead of preparing for disaster, unless his role is 
spelled out. 

Now, how are you going to spell it out? 

Mr. Finan. Well, I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I cannot spell 
it out. 

Senator Humpurey. How do they spell it out in the other plan? 
Let me tell you—when the American Medical Association said they 
thought it ought to be spelled out they got busy learning to spell it 
in @ hurry. 

What do we have to do here to get you to spell this out? 

Mr. Finan. Very frankly, I do not think that we need any more 
detail than we have here. 

Senator Humpurey. Whet is the title ef the officer who is going 
to head civil defense under this plan? 


Mr. Finan. The Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian 
Mobilization. 


26895— 58——-5 
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Senator Humpnrey. I know that is his general title, but who is the 
fellow that is going to do the work? What is his title? 

Mr. Finan. I do not see us having a civil defense bureau or con- 
stituent agency. 

Senator Humpnrey. You do not? 

Mr. Finan. No, sir. 

I think that would be a diminution of the importance of this 
program. 

Senator Humpurey. Who is going to work with the State director 
of civil defense in the State of Minnesota, then? They are not 
reorganizing out there. We may be a little backward on this. 

Mr. Finan. I would say on a day-to-day basis the head of one of 
the regional offices on this consolidated basis just as is true today in 
FCDA. 

Senator HumpHrey. Who is he going to see when he comes to 
Washington? 

Mr. Finan. I would assume that he would want to see the Director. 
If I were in his position, I’d want to see the Director and not a sub- 
ordinate. 

Senator Humpnrey. The ODM Director is already so busy it is 
hard to see him. The same Director is going to take on civil defense 
activities. That means 48 State directors, and I do not know how 
many municipal directors will want to see him. 

I am not being facetious. I am talking about where do you go to 
find somebody in Washington, D. C. who is really in charge of Federal 
Civil Defense activities under the plan? 

Mr. Frnan. Well, as you know, the practice there would be, | 
would assume, not entirely different than it would be in the Bureau 
of the Budget. You go as high as you need to go in order to decide 
that you have talked to the man who knows what he is talking about 
and has satisfactorily solved your problem, or if he has not satis- 
factorily solved it at least he is as high as you choose to go in arguing 
about it, so to speak. 

Senator HumpHrey. Whom do we send out to address the six to 
seven thousand defense workers who are going to get together in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul? Whom do we send out from Washington 
when we want to have a big mass meeting to pep our people up and 
tell them the Federal Government is aity interested in the services 
they are giving freely and voluntarily to the country? What is the 
name of the man who is going to go out? What is his title? 

Mr. Finan. In the first instance, I would assume you would try to 
get the Director. 

Senator Humpnurey. I understand this Director is supposed to be 
mobilizing the whole country—total mobilization for rails, trans- 

rtation, health and mineral resources, plant capacity, and so on. 

his is what I am getting at. I am not opposed to the Director of an 
agency having overall control, don’t misunderstand me, over what we 
call the disaster aspects of the civil defense operation in case of attack 
and the total defense mobilization base of the American economy. | 
think I understand what the Director of ODM is supposed to do. 1 
have spent some time on this, and I can see that it might be well to 
have one man who would be in charge of both, in an overall sense. 

But, I want to know if there is a deputy in charge of civil defense, 
or a deputy in charge of stockpiling, but particularly in this matter 
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of civil defense, because this is essentially public relations, a good deal 
of it. Much of it is community mobilization, manpower resources for 
something that may never happen, and therefore, it requires specialized 
attention. { want to know whether or not in this reorganization 
plan you have an assistant director or a deputy director who is being 
designated with specific statutory reaponaibihtibe for civil defense 
activities. 

Mr. Finan. The President’s reorganization plan does not do that, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Then I think it is weak. 

Mr. Finan. But it would permit it. Personally, 1 would not 
recommend it. 

Senator THurmMonpb. Let me make this statement. As I under- 
stand it, what the distinguished chairman wants to know is whether 
there is a proposed organization here of this new office that would 
delineate functions, fix responsibilities. 

Senator Humpurey. That is it. 

Senator THurMoND. So anyone would know who to deal with in 
any particular phase of that office. 

Senator Humpnurey. That is right. 

Senator THurMonpD. Is there such a chart in existence, or is that 
to be made up after the consolidation takes effect and the new 
Director assumes his responsibilities and then undertakes that task? 

Mr. Frnan. One that is authoritative that has been put into effect 
can and only will be developed after the new Director has taken 
office and has done it. Nobody can do that until that has happened. 

Senator Humpnarey. Could I make this friendly suggestion? I 
was in charge of hearings when we reorganized the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, and handled that reorganization plan on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir, I recall that very distinctly. 

Senator Humpnrey. You also recall we bad before us a design as 
to what it would look like because we had had a little trouble in the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue’s office and the Internal Revenue 
Service had been under severe criticism and extensive investigation. 
Therefore, when that reorganization plan was adopted, we were able 
to go to the floor of the Senate and say, ‘If you adopt this plan, here 
is what is going to happen.” 

We had a plan, and that is all I am asking for. I realize at some 
time there may have to be some alterations in that plan. We are 
having more difficulty with reorganization plans all the time, because 
we lose any overall view of what is really taking place under these 
plans. A Member of Congress wants to see in a reorganization plan 
at least a prototype of an organizational structure, with a delineation 
of functions, and an administrative establishment with a line of com- 
mand that at least can be ascertained at the time that we are debating 
the issue. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; but you will recall at that time the Commis- 
sioner was Mr. Dunlop. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Finan. He was in office. He had been appointed and he had 
been confirmed and he was able to come before this committee and 
say, “If the Congress allows this plan to take effect as the responsible 
head of this agency, this is what I plan to do.”’ And he came in, I 
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remember, with a very elaborate array of charts and a very fine 
presentation. 

Unfortunately, under this plan we have no such officer. Mr. Gray’s 
office is being abolished. Governor Hoegh’s office is being abolished. 
So there is no one who can come before this committee and say, “I am 
the head of this Agency. I have been appointed, I have been con- 
firmed, and if the Congress allows this plan to take effect, this is what 
I plan to do.”’ 

We can only tell you that the Budget Director is prepared to 
strongly urge the type of organization that is recommended in this 
report on this new man, whoever he may be. 

Senator Humpurey. That organization is just a recommendation of 
a private consulting firm. 

Mr. Finan. It is a recommendation to us, but we are prepared and 
we have already told the House and we will tell this committee that 
we have been over this most carefully and we intend to strongly 
recommend this—that is the Bureau of the Budget, not the private 
firm—the Budget Director is prepared to strongly urge this form of 
organization on the head of the new agency. Generally, our advice is 
taken rather seriously, but we do not make the decision. 

Senator Humpnurey. | think you are a very cooperative witness. 
I am not complaining at all about your cooperation, or your efforts to 
give us information. 

I wonder if you could provide the subcommittee with a listing of the 
statutory responsibilities of the two agencies that are to be abolished 
and then reestablished under a new agency, and you said you would do 
that afterward. 

Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman, if we have not already supplied that to 
your staff, we will be very happy to do so. 

(The information requested follows:) 


R&suM& oF Functions TRANSFERRED TO THE PRESIDENT BY THE PROVISIONS 
OF REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 1 or 1958 


The functions transferred to the President by the provisions of Reorganization 
Plan No. 1 of 1958 are as follows: ! 

(1) All functions vested in the Federal Civil Defense Administrator or the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration by the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, 
as amended (50 U. 8. C. App. 2251 et seq.). 

(2) The functions of the Federal Civil Defense Administrator under section 9 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 (23 U.S. C. 6a—2) with respect to con- 
sulting with the Secretary of Commerce relative to the civil-defense aspects of 
highways constructed or reconstructed with the aid of Federal funds. 

(3) The functions of the Federal Civil Defense Administrator under section 
203 of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended 
(40 U. S. C. 484), relative to making surplus property available to States for 
civil-defense purposes. 

(4) The function of the Federal Civil Defense Administration under section 3 
of the act of July 3, 1952 (42 U. 8. C. 1953), of cooperating with the Secretary of 
the Interior in relation to research on sea and saline waters. 

(5) The functions of the Federal Civil Defense Administrator in connection 
with the ‘Civil defense procurement fund” — for in the Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951 (50 U. S. C. App. 2264). 

(6) The duty of the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, or his designee, 
under section 43 of the act of August 10, 1956 (50 U.S. C. App. 2285), of coming 
into agreement with the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House 


! Reorzanization Plan No. 1 of 1958 does not directly affect certain functions now administered by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration or certain other functions now administered by the Office of Defense. 
Mobilization, since those functions are not vested by law in those agencies but are delegated or assigned 
to them by the President. This memorandum primarily reflects substantive functions and is not intended 
to comprehend administrative authority or other transferred functions of an incidental nature. 
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of Representatives regarding certain real estate transactions involving more than 
$25,000 and reporting to the committees upon similar transactions involving more 
than $5,000 but not more than $25,000. 

(7) Functions of the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization under the 
National Security Act of 1947, as amended (50 U. 8S. C. 404), with respect to 
advising the President concerning the coordination of various aspects of military, 
industrial, and civilian mobilization. 

(8) -Funetions of the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization relating to 
the stockpiling of strategic and critical materials (50 U. S. C. 98-98h; 15 U.S. C. 
714 (h); 40 U. S. C. 485 (f)). These functions were transferred from the Muni- 
tions Board by Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1953. 


(9) Functions of the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization under sec- 
tion 2, as amended, of the trade agreements extension statute of July 1, 1954 (19 
U.S. C. 1352a (b)). Whenever the Director has reason to believe that any article 
is being imported into the United States in such quantities as to threaten or impair 
the national security, he is required, under this statute, to so advise the President. 

(10) The function of the Office of Defense Mobilization under section 2 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended (50 U. 8. C. App. 2062), of coordinat- 
ing departments and agencies of the executive branch with respect to the applica- 
tion of the principle of the geographical dispersal of certain facilities in the interest 
of national defense. 

Senator Humpurey. We will take a good look at it. My concern 
is that throughout the Nation in every one of the 48 States and in 
the Territories, at the request of the President and of the Director 
of the Federal Civil Defense Agency, there has been considerable 
effort made to mobilize manpower to fulfill the many duties and 
responsibilities that a civil defense agency requires. 

We have thousands of people, engaged in this throughout the 
Nation and they have had a tough time. First of all, the Federal 
Government has not been very generous in terms of Federal funds 
for this agency. Second, when you try to continue a civil defense 
structure over a long period of time in the cold war, it is hard to main- 
tain the kind of militant support and dedication that is required to 
have a good organization. 

I do not want to see anything happen at the Washington level 
which will becloud the role of Federal Civil Defense. I do not want 
to see anything happen that diminishes the importance of Federal 
Civil Defense. It is one thing to be able to stockpile metals and to 
have an inventory of machine tools and to know what the industrial 
complexion is, because you are dealing with things; but it is another 
thing to be able to keep the enthusiasm of individuals by the thou- 
sands all over the Nation as a part of a nonmilitary defense force, 
and that is what the Federal Civil Defense group is doing. 

These are the frontline peace officers, so to speak—officers of 
survival. And who is going to be their man down here? The Presi- 
dent is not going to be able to do it. You said that. We delegate 
the authority to the President and as soon as he gets it, he immediately 
redelegates it to a Director. That Director is going to have to look 
into many things. I imagine that he is going to have to be looking 
into our whole mining, engineering, agricultural, and industrial system 
to see to it that it is always prepared to meet the threat of the Soviet 
or any other enemy. 

What I am concerned about is, does he have an alter-ego someplace? 
Does he have a strong right arm that is labeled, designated, and 
known as the spokesman for the Director and the President in the field 
of civil defense; because I know enough about human relations to 
know that, if you do not have this, you are going to lose the civil- 
defense organization. They are not going to be happy with some 
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regional man who also, by the way, is going to have responsibilities 
in these other avenues. 

Take a look at what happens to a regional man in Denver. 

What do you think his main concern would be, with the price of 
lead and zinc and other minerals being what it is, and with the prob- 
lems of scarce metals? I want to tell you, he will be besieged b 
people who are wanting to know about the stockpiling of these minerals 
and metals. What about tariffs, for example? 

Mr. Frnan. This is going to be one of the problems this new Director 
is gone to have to give some careful consideration to. 

: — Humpurey. I want to share it with him before he gets on 
the job. 

r. Finan. He does not have to make delegations to his regional 
director in Denver that will cause this avalanche to descend on him 
that you just described. 

Senator Humpurey. Why should the Congress just hope that he 
does it? Some of us administered organizations before we came here; 
and I want to tell you that I think the Congress has a duty to lay down 
lines of responsibility and authority. I am not for letting people just 
yo what they are going to do as they may not always do the nght 
thing. 

If we are going to make a mistake, let’s all share in it. I am sorry 
to take all this time, but this is the thing that disturbs me. You see, 
as the witness says, we are not just reorganizing Federal Civil Defense. 
We are not just reorganizing ODM. What we are really proposing to 
do is to abolish both agencies—taking all the authority which is under 
statutory law relating to both agencies and putting it directly in the 
hands of the President. That principle I agree with. Then we say to 
the President, ““We want you to redelegate that authority.” I am 
willing to have that happen, but I want to know what is the organiza- 
tional system to which that authority is going to be redelegated. 

I think by the time we present this plan in the Senate, that some of 
my friends from the mining States of the West are going to want to 
know whether or not there is any real interest being taken in the stock- 
piling, too. 

I am not one of those who has a flush fever on stockpiling right now. 
We have much material stockpiled. But I do know that there is 
grave concern over what might happen to the “human” mobilization 
here, such as civil defense, and I am raising these questions. 

Senator THurmonp. I think this proposed step would be a beneficial 
step. If that is true, what the distinguished chairman is indicating 
is that it might have been preferable, since you are abolishing both 
agencies, to come up with a new agency in which there is a delineation 
of duties and responsibilities that would indicate to the Congress 
just exactly how this new agency will function. 

Now, of course, there are two ways you can do it. One could be 
through legislation and specifying and detailing the duties and various 

rovisions of the branches in the office, and the other would be to 
eave it to the Director to set up his own organization, and evidently 
that is what is contemplated here; is it not? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator THurmMonp. Now the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tion, which was established, I believe, in 1950, is responsible for the 


DISAPPROVING REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF 1958 35 


development, the coordination, and operation of the national civil 
defense program; isn’t it? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator TuHurMonpb. And it develops national policy, it operates 
warning systems, it conducts shelter research and maintains training 
centers, stores emergency civil defense supplies and also coordinates 
the Federal Government’s disaster relief activities. 

Those are specific activities for which it has been responsible; is it 
not? 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir; some by law and some by Presidential 
delegation. 

Senator THurmonp. The Office of Defense Mobilization, which was 
established, I believe, in 1953, coordinates all mobilization activities 
of the Government, including production, stabilization, transporta- 
tion, manpower, and the stockpiling of strategic materials, and these 
are very important functions. It is possible that if and when these 
two offices are merged that if the right kind of a Director was selected, 
of course, the first thing he would do would be just like I came to 
the Senate, would be to set out to make a reorganization, and fix 
responsibilities, and it would cover every phase of the work and put 
the responsibility on someone for each phase of the work, and that 
can be done. 

But as I understood it from the chairman, possibly in his thinking 
1 or 2 things ought to be done: Either it ought to be embraced in 
detail within the plan that you are going to come to us and ask us to 
adopt, which supersedes these two organizations, or have the Director 
to present a plan for our information and state that this is the way 
he contemplates operating this office, and it is not set out in detail 
in the statute. 

Is that correct, one or the other? 

Senator Humpurey. Thatisright. Lonly add this. If we approve 
this plan, we will have nothing to say about what happens afterward. 
This plan describes the Director, Deputy Director, and three Assist- 
ant Directors. That is the main core—but it does not say one single 
thing about their duties, not one thing. It says what they will get 

aid; it says they will be responsible to the Director; it says the 
eputy Director will serve as the Director when the Director is 
absent. 

We are setting up an agency gentlemen, that deals with hundreds of 
millions of dollars, and is responsible for the total mobilization of the 
Nation’s economy. 

Senator THuRMoND. It is significant in the survival of this Nation. 

Senator Humpurey. It is the strong right arm of the Department 
of Defense. 

It is the backbone, literally, of the total overall complexion of the 
Nation, and I just do not think it is right to legislate on this kind of 
thing without knowing what we are doing. 

Mr. Finan. Mr. Chairman, if we were to do that, we would be 
departing from what is the generally established practice, which has 
had wide acceptance throughout the Congress as well as by successive 
Presidents, as to the manner in which we set up these big and im- 
portant agencies. The best statements as to why this is sound practice 
were made by the first Hoover Commission, and they have achieved 
very wide acceptance. 








36 DISAPPROVING REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 1 OF 1958 


A situation in which the functions of subordinate officers are spelled 
out in statute is today very much the exception and it is not the rule, 
and we would have departed from well-established practice, the Presi- 
dent would have, if he had sent up a plan which went into great detail 
about the internal organization of this agency and the responsibilities 
of subordinate officers. 

Senator THurMonp. That is probably correct, but it would be 
more helpful to the Congress if we had a plan that indicated the 
proposed operations, the manner in which the Director intended to 
operate the Office because the Congressmen by virtue of their ex- 
perience in various phases of life might be able to make some sugges- 
tions for the improvement of the operation of the Office, and they 
might wish to establish special appropriations to carry on certain 
functions that they feel are desirable. 

Mr. Frnan. I agree with you, Senator, it would be much more 
helpful if we had a Director on board who could stand up here and 
take responsibility for the internal organization of this agency, but 
unfortunately the agency has to come into existence before the Direc- 
tor can be nominated. 

Senator Humpurey. Now when we established the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, we abolished the Federal Security 
Agency. We did not have anybody come up here to testify; isn’t 
that right? 

Mr. Frnan. As I remember on that plan, which was plan 1, 1953, 
we had a rather unusual arrangement. We had joint hearings over 
on the House side, you may recall. 

Senator Humpnrey. We had what? 

Mr. Finan. We had joint hearings, with this committee and the 
House Committee on Government Operations held over on the 
House side, and Mrs. Hobby, who was then the Federal Security 
Administrator, and although she had not been nominated it was made 
clear was the incoming Department head if the agency came into 
existence, testified on that. I recall I assisted her in that connection. 

You will also recall, Mr. Chairman, that that plan did depart from 
the well-established policy about internal organization, and it did 
leave frozen in the statute the functions, the duties and for that 
matter, the organization of the Public Health Service and the Office 
of Education in particular, and gave this Secretary a rather limited 
degree of power over that Department as compared to the heads of 
other departments. 

Senator HumpHrey. There was a reason for that, Congress is 
very jealous of the organizational structure of the United States 
Public Health Service, and we are very concerned about the activities 
of the Office of Education. 

Mr. Finan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Now whether each Member agrees about the 
depth of concern, the majority of the Congress wants to restrict the 
Office of Education; that is, we are not looking for a Federal education 
program per se. The majority of the Congress wants to make sure 
that the United States Public Health Service performs to the letter 
of the law the duties that are there and does not venture off into 
unchartered areas of highly controversial social practice. 

Now the same thing is true for at least one Member of the Congress 
in reference to this reorganization plan. 
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I say that if in the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1953, you could 
pesca for the Office of Paactin United States Public Health 

rvice, and. the Commissioner of Social Security, that you can have 
something in Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 that provides to 
see to it that the Office of Civil Defense, for example, does not lose 
its identity. 

Iknow my State. Lamalsoclose tomy people. Senator Thurmond 
knows his State. Senator Martin knows his State. I was mayor 
of my city of Minneapolis and I know how long it takes to build up 
a civil defense organization, then all at once you just behead the 
king, and you say, “Well, we’ve got sort of a regency appointed 
here. We tie a new kind of leadership.” 

People ask ‘‘Who really runs this show?” The Government is 
getting so big anyway, it is hard for people to keep track of it. I 
think there needs to be in this reorganization plan some assurance 
that you are not going to lose the identify of what we have known as 
civil defense activity, we need to have Mr. Big, whatever his name 
is, so when Mr. Hubert Schoen, director of civil defense in the State 
of Minnesota, appointed by the Governor, confirmed by the legis- 
lature, comes to Washington, he doesn’t have to go to the Bureau 
of the Budget. I want him to go to somebody, I say that most 
respectfully, I want him to go to somebody who runs something. 

Mr. Finan. So do we, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Then who is he going to go see? 

Mr. Finan. He is going to go see the head of this agency. 

Senator Humpurey. In the meantime there are going to be 17 
mining companies outside the door at the same time wanting to know 
about stockpiling. Isn’t Mr. Gray busy enough already? 

Mr. Finan. Mr. Gray will be available to testify. I think Mr. Gray 
will tell you that he is much busier today than he needs to be because 
of the existence of these two agencies that are operating in what 
have become so clearly the same major areas of responsibility. I 
think both Mr. Gray and Governor Hoegh will tell you they think 
the head of this new agency will have a completely manageable set 
of responsibilities, that it will be possible for him to be accessible to 

overnors and mayors, and we certainly, Mr. Chairman, honestly 
Feel that way. We feel that this whole move is one to strengthen 
civil defense. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to be convinced. 

Mr. Finan. I am sorry we are in disagreement here. 

Senator Humpnrey. I think of another time I was not convinced 
on the same thing. That was on the reorganization of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I just want to tell you I was right. We did not 
spell it out enough. Had we spelled it out enough, we would not have 
had 2 days of hearing last week on mismanagement under that 
reorganization plan. 

I ae in reorganization. I think my record is that I have handled 
more reorganization plans on the floor of the Congress than most 
Members and I have been a strong advocate of the Reorganization 
Act of 1949, but when you have an important function in Government, 
it is better to think twice—and have the facts—before changing it. 

Senator THuRMoND. Could you make available to us this proposed 
lan that the Budget Bureau has prepared as a suggested plan to 
ollow by the new Director. 
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Mr. Finan. We have already done so, sir. The McKinsey report 
has been available to the subcommittee now for a considerable period. 

Senator Humpurey. You have got a letter from the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget saying that he is going to recommend that? 

Mr. Frnan. We do not have that. I am quite prepared to make 
that statement on behalf of the Director. If you would like a letter in 
addition, I think we could get it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. You speak for the Director. Mr. Finan, I do 
not believe we need to keep you any longer. We may want to visit 
with you in executive session sometime later about this, but I believe 
we have explored the matter sufficiently for the time. 

Mr. Fran. I am freely available to the committee. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much, and again I want you 
to know that we know you give us your very best efforts and they are 
good. I have worked with you before and have great admiration and 
respect for you. 

Mr. Finan. That is mutual, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. I see Senator Potter is here. We welcome you, 
Senator. Will you proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. POTTER, UNITED STATES SEN- 
ATOR FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Senator Porrer. I appreciate your offering me this opportunity to 
appear late. I had planned on being here for the opening of the 
session this morning, but my plane was grounded in Willow Run and 
I caught the first flight available which just brought me in. 

Senator Humpurey. We understand, and we are very happy to 
have you, Senator. 

Senator Porrmer. Mr. Chairman, my statement is brief. I assure 
you I know the committee desires to proceed with testimony from 
other witnesses representing the agencies involved in the Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 1 of 1958. 

I should like the committee to know that my purpose in introducing 
Senate Resolution 297 was to insure a full study by the Congress of 
the proposed reorganization. 

Congress authorized the Federal Civil Defense Administration in 
its present form. It is my position Congress is obligated to study 
any proposed changes in its organization and operations. 

In my judgment, the effects of Reorganization Plan No. 1 are of 
such magnitude they should be studied most carefully and I am 
gratified that your committee has undertaken this important task. 

The principal effects of the reorganization plan would be to 
transfer to the President the functions vested by law in the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration and those so vested in the Office of 
Defense Mobilization and to consolidate the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation and the Federal Civil Defense Administration to form a new 
Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization in the Executive Office 
of the President. 

I have grave reservations about this and your committee’s study 
may prove that it is unwise to place an operating agency under the 
arm of a Chief Executive, particularly when the Presidential Office 
is already burdened with such tremendous responsibilities. 
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Government operating agencies in my opinion should not be under 
the direct supervision of the President of the United States. Thisis the 
first time, to my recollection, that an operating agency of the Govern- 
ment is proposed to be placed under the immediate control of the 
President in peacetime. 

I believe an example where that was done in wartime was OPA, 
though there were emergency conditions at that time, and this is no 
reflection upon the present President of the United States. You 
know that I am fond of and a great admirer of the President, but 
I am concerned over the precedent of putting this operating agency 
under the Office of the Presidency of the United States—during peace- 
time—irrespective of whom the President might be. 

In respect to civil defense, it is easy to visualize what might well 
develop. Local and State defense officials could insist on taking their 
problems directly to the President as head of the new operating agency. 

As I indicated, the plan proposes to transfer to the President all 
statutory functions of the Office of Defense Mobilization, the Direc- 
tor of the Office of Defense Mobilization, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator and 
authorizes the President to delegate any of the functions so trans- 
ferred to him to any officer, employee, or agency of the executive 
branch of the Government as he deems fit. 

Further the broad delegation authority contained in section 1 (b) 
of plan I bestows uuon the President continuing reorganization au- 
thority over nonmilitary defense programs without further congres- 
sional review, I am sure the committee will wish to determine if 
such action in peacetime is necessary and advisable. 

Certainly, the committee will be interested to learn whether vest- 
ing of authority for nonmilitary defense directly in the President of 
the United States might place the Nation’s civil-defense program in 
an area of “executive privilege.” 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank the committee for its prompt action 
in scheduling these hearings on Senate Resolution 297 and for the 
privilege of Being here with you this morning. I am confident your 


study will be of great benefit in clarifying the changes nee in 


Reorganization Plan No. I and in determining the wisdom of this 
plan insofar as it affects, not only an improvement in a program vital 
to the future safety of this country, but also in developing efficient 
and economical administration and operation. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much, Senator Potter. You 
have expressed some of the same concerns which I have felt relating 
to this plan, and I believe that our responsibility here is to try to gain 
a better working knowledge of what this plan entails, not only on its 
surface, but into the full depth and scope of its application. This is 
a very far-reaching plan. 

Senator Porrer. It certainly is, and I think it would be folly for us 
to just assume that it is a merger of Defense Mobilization in Federal 
Civil Defense, which I happen to favor. I think it is a wise step if it 
brings about more efficient operation, but certainly in transferring 
this new agency, which has direct operational functions, into the Of- 
fice of the Presidency, in peacetime, may be establishing a precedent 
which we will look back on with regret—particularly when it grants 
authority for continuing reorganization. How far that would go, I 
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do not know. I have been fearful over the past years about Congress 
losing or delegating to the executive branch responsibilities which 
iene belong to the Congress. I think that this might well be a 
step in that direction. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Potter, just this question. When you 
speak of this plan delegating authority to the President, and directly 
to the Office of the President as an operating agency, and then you 
express some concern about that, is this the situation that is compara- 
ble, let us say, to the Department of Agriculture? Isn’t that an 
operating agency with authority in the Office of the President, or is it 
an operating agency with authority in the Secretary of Agriculture 
responsible to the President? 

Senator Porrer. That is right; there is a big difference. The 
Department of Agriculture was created by the Congress with the 
Secretary of Agriculture. He in turn is responsible to the President, 
but the authority is vested in the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Humpurey. We had hearings here on the Department of 
Agriculture the other day. The Rural Electrification Administration 
is one of the largest lending organizations in our Government. The 
responsibility for that agency is not in the President but is in the 
Secretary of Agriculture, who in turn 

Senator Porrrer. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Is responsible in an administrative capacity 
to the President. But the actual line duty, function and responsibility 
rests with the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Senator Porrrer. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. By act of Congress, or rather Reorganization 
Plan No. 2 of 1953, to be specific. 

Senator Porrer. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. We transferred, for example, under the 
reorganization plan of 1953, the authority and the functions of the 
REA to the Secretary of Agriculture, and : in turn redelegates them 
back to, we thought, the Administrator. Now what we are doing here 
is not transferring authority and functions and duties to any officer. 
We are putting them in the hands of the President, who in turn re- 
er them to a Director, which Director, in turn, can apparently 
redelegate them down the line to his subordinates. 

Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, if you were a mayor of a city, 
charged with, and interested in, civil defense in your area, as the 
distinguished chairman was mayor at one time, and you had a prob- 
lem, I believe that as mayor you would try to take that up to the 
President. He has probably delegated that authority. Neverthe- 
less, that authority is vested in the Office of the President of the 
United States. I am convinced that by having an operating agency 
in - Office of the President, with all the extra work, confusion wi 
result. 

I do not know the figures, but I assume it will probably double the 
personnel, if not more, if it goes into the Office of the President of the 
United States. 

Senator Humpurey. This is the point that disturbed me, Senator 
Potter, in my inquiry with Mr. Finan. The State of Michigan has its 
civil director. The State of Minnesota and the State of lowa each 
has one. In all the respective States, the governors and the legis- 
latures have acted to establish a pattern of organization that would 
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work with the Federal pattern as outlined and established by act of 
Congress. 

The State civil defense director of either the States of Michigan or 
Minnesota come to Washington. Under this reorganization plan, the 
man that he would really want to take up his troubles with would be 
the President. 

Senator Porrmr. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Because he has all the authority. 

Senator Porrmr. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. Or at least he would want to take it up with 
the Administrator. Now my point is that the Administrator of the 
new consolidated Agency has so many things to do in light of the 
tremendous amount of statotury requirements under both of these 
agencies under existing law, which statutes are not being changed in 
terms of duties, that it would be rather difficult to get an appoint- 
ment with him. The director is sort of wearing two hats. You do 
not know whether one day he is wearing the hat of ODM or the 
next day of CD. My corollary to this is, just who is it in this new 
Agency that would be responsible for civil defense? 

You have to have somebody that runs the show. 

Senator Porrer. That is right. 

Senator Humpnurey. Therefore, I find of course a great deal of 
common interest in your statement, Senator. You know they say 
great minds always agree. 

Senator Porrrr. I would accept that from the Senator any day in 
the week. 

Senator HumpHrReyY. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Senator Potter, would you approve Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 1 of 1958 if the transfer of authority and functioning 
were made to the Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobili- 
zation instead of to the President? 

Senator Porrrr. The Office of Defense Mobilization at the present 
time is under the Office of the President. That primarily is a policy- 
making Agency, but when you merge ODM with the Federal Civil 
Defense, Federal Civil Defense is an operating Agency. I say if you 
are going to have the merger I would much prefer to see it headed 
by an independent Agency rather than to put it into the Office of the 
President of the United States. 

Senator Martin. If it were created as an independent Agency 
under a Director of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, that would 
remove your objection? 

Senator Porrmr. That would remove a great deal of the reservations 
[ have. Personally, I think it is a dangerous precendent to establish. 
We continue to build up the Office of the Presidency, particularly 
with operating agencies of the Government. We could. abolish 
practically every agency we have and put them all under the Office 
of the President of the United States. 

I think it is a precedent.that the committee should study: very 
carefully, and I know that the committee will. 

During time of war this has been done. OPA is a good example. 
But I know of no other case in peacetime where we have put an operat- 
ing Agency under the Office of the President of the United States. 

Senator Marrin. There is nothing objectionable in the general 
plan of merging these two agencies together under one independent 
Agency, is there? 
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Senator Porrrer. Pardon? 

Senator Martin. There is nothing objectionable to merging the 
functions of these two agencies which we have under study. 

Senator Porrsr. I have no objection to that. 

Maybe the committee during the hearmgs will find that there will 
be some objection. I understand there has been a great deal of gray 
area as to where the functions of ODM would leave off and where 
Federal Civil Defense would begin. 

Personally, I have no objection to the merging of the two agencies. 
If they were made an independent Agency rather than placed under 
the Office of the Presidency, that would remove a great amount of 
my reservation, and this is said with due respect to the present 
President of the United States, as you know. 

I am a member of his party and I am extremely fond of him, but 
this does not relate to personalities. This relates to whether the 
Congress through our reorganization procedure will allow the erosion 
of congressional responsibility and eee to the executive branch 
by = cage these operating agencies under the Office of the President. 

e could end up here with the President of the United States, 
through various reorganization plans, being directly the head of all 
the operating agencies of Government. 

Senator Martin. There is a tremendous mass of detail in the 
functioning of both these agencies as I found in my experience with 
the stockpiling program, and I followed that very very closely from 
its inception. I was on the committee of conference between the 
House and Senate in 1939, on the original Stockpiling Act. 

Senator Porrer. I realize the Senator probably knows more about 
our stockpiling program than any other Member of the Congress. 

Senator Martin. Thank you. 

I am a little out of date on it. 

Senator Humpnrey. Not much. You are just too modest, Senator. 

Senator Martin. When we rewrote the Stockpiling Act, in Public 
Law 520 of the 79th Congress in July of 1946, we set up a very much 
expanded program and a very ambitious program and one that was 
seriously needed and we resolved never again to drift into the dilemma 
that we were in during World War II because of shortages of strategic 
and critical materials, but there is so much detail, and important de- 
tail, in the carrying out the stockpiling program itself that I personally 
am quite concerned about its proper functioning. Anything that you 
have suggested in the way of making this a better approach is most 
welcome now, because we must take care of that phase of the ODM 
most certainly. Over in the field of civilian mobilization and civilian 
defense functioning, the operation spread out throughout the entire 
land and in every walk of life. 

I share with vou some concern about unloading all of this detail on 
the President, even though he delegates it to the Director under the 
terms of Reorganization Plan No. 1. I would want to assure myself 
that the plan would not create a quick bypass to the President’s desk 
and carry along all the great administrative detail that goes into this 
administrative operation. 

Senator Porrer. That is what I am fearful of. 

Senator Martin. Have you given any thought as to how we could 
do this very simply in the program before us? We have now before 
us only the matter of action on Reorganization Plan No. 1, but it is 
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a real responsibility of this committee to look into it quite carefully 
with a view to obtaining a proper solution. 

Senator Porrsr. This new agency that will be created as a result 
of the merger of ODM and Federal Civil Defense will be a major 
agency. That is an agency dealing with nonmilitary defense, which 
in my mind is just as important as military defense. 

Now I am sure that there is not a Senator here who would advocate 
for a moment that we put all military defense in the Office of the 
President, although the President is Commander in Chief. 

Here we are taking an agency which to my mind is equally com- 
parable, and we are loading that whole responsibility in the office of 
the President of the United States. 1 think it is a precedent that, if 
established as a peacetime measure, could erode the power of Congress 
one the responsibilities of Congress as we have never seen them 

efore. 

Senator Martin. Have you discussed this point of view with the 
heads of the agencies themselves? 

Senator Potrrrer. Yes, I discussed it with representatives of the 
Bureau of the Budget before it was submitted, and I pointed out to 
them my reservations at that time. 

I told them it is not a question of the merging of the two agencies, 
and they knew of my position and I told them that I also would 
submit a resolution calling for hearings on the reorganization plan if 
submitted. 

Senator Martin. I appreciate your coming over before us. 

Senator HumpHrey. You have been very helpful, Senator. 

Senator Porrer. I appreciate the courtesy of the committee. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Gordon Gray, Director of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization. 

Mr. Gray, we welcome you to the committee; please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON GRAY, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF 
DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 


Mr. Gray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to join with Mr. Finan and Governor 

oegh in explaining briefly to you the need for Reorganization Plan 
No. 1. 

Mr. Finan told you about the general plan for creating the Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization. I will first review the responsi- 
bilities of the Office of Defense Mobilization which are involved in the 
reorganization plan. 

Then I will discuss some of the problems created by technological 
change in the weapons field and some of the difficulties that have 
begun to arise between the Office of Defense Mobilization and the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration because of the existing overlap- 
ping authorities. 

As most of you know, the responsibility of the Director of the 
Office of Defense Mobilization to the President is largely one of 
coordinating mobilization readiness activities. Reorganization Plan 
No. 3 of 1953 transferred to the new ODM all of the mobilization 
planning functions of the National Security Resources Board author- 
ized by the National Security Act of 1947; the stockpiling functions 
formerly exercised by the Munitions Board of the Department of 
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Defense; and the responsibilities assigned to the former ODM, 
including those carried out by the Defense Production Administration 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended. 

Under these acts, or by authority of Executive order of the President 
assigning to me certain functions placed in him by statute, I am 
responsible for advising the President concerning the coordination 
of military and civilian mobilization; for coordinating, on behalf 
of the President, all mobilization activities of the executive branch; 
for developing and issuing policies and programs for defense mobiliza- 
tion; and for resolving interagency issues which would otherwise 
require the attention of the President. 

In addition, the President by Executive Order 10638 delegated to 
the Director of ODM the authority to direct the release of materials 
from the strategic and critical materials stockpile in the event of enemy 
attack on the United States. 

Also, by Executive Order 10705, the President vested in the Direc- 
tor, Office of Defense Mobilization, responsibility for the control of 
United States telecommunications in time of war. Because wartime 
powers involving stockpile materials and telecommunications are 
granted to the President by existing statutes, it was possible for him 
to centralize responsibility for the exercise of those powers. 

You know, of course, that in addition, the Director of ODM has 
certain responsibilities under the Trade Agreements Extension Act, 
Internal Revenue Code, and the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act. 

In carrying out these responsibilities for mobilization readiness we 
have been beset by one very difficult problem—technological change 
in the methods of war. 

Today man can fly 40 times faster than he could in 1910—less than 
50 years ago. He can shoot missiles even faster than he can fly. We 
are becoming conditioned to these changes. The same thing is true 
of the power of weapons. Today’s 20 megaton weapon is 1,000 times 
as powerful as the bomb which destroyed Hiroshima. And now 
fallout has added a new dimension—area. A single modern weapon 
can spread fatal radiation over hundreds of miles. 

We have made every effort to keep pace with the growing power 
of destruction as we plan and prepare to survive it. However, this 
also requires organizational mechanisms which, so far as possible, 
are directly responsive to the situation as we now see it, and not as 
we may have seen it 8 years ago when the Defense Production Act 
and Federal Civil Defense Act were enacted. 

Eight years is just a moment in history but in terms of the changes 
that have been wrought in weapons technology since the beginning 
of the thermonuclear age, it seems a very long time indeed. 

The thermonuclear age may bring more radical changes over the 
next several decades than any of us in the room can now envision. 
But for the present, we need to make the organizational changes 
necessary and we then need to build into the new organization a 
greater capacity for change. 

It has been said, with respect to this reorganization plan, that this 
is the first time it has been proposed that such an agency be placed 
under the direct control of the President in peacetime. 

I can only respond that this is the first thermonuclear age that we 
have been in. And when we find it necessary to spend $40 billion 
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a year for military purposes, it certainly isn’t peacetime in any 
historical sense. 

The problems we face are unparalleled; the solutions must be 
responsive to the unparalleled problems; not limited to traditional 
ways of doing things. 

Let’s look at the way in which the program of the Office of Defense 
Mobilization has changed in the last 8 years. During the Korean 
war, as was the case during World War II, we thought of mobiliza- 
tion as involving the rapid conversion of productive capacity from 
peacetime to wartime production, supplemented by stockpiles of 
strategic and critical materials and equipment. 

Based on that concept, ODM carried out a great many expansion 
programs to build up a mobilization base which could be quickly 
converted to war production and accumulated a stockpile costing 
about $6 billion. 

At that time our planning and programs were directed toward a 
5-year war. 

But as the technology of the nuclear age has developed, the Gov- 
ernment has moved away from that concept toward one of a shorter, 
more devastating war which requires measures designed to increase 
our readiness to fight without a long conversion period. 

We began to talk about a mobilization base that was all ready to 
produce weapons, as contrasted with a base that was ready to be 
converted; about plants with “hot,” “warm,” and “standby” lines 
for military production. We also became more concerned with non- 
military defense; with such things as dispersion and continuity of 
government. 

Recently the concept of military forces in being has been more 
widely accepted, the idea being that we would probably have to fight 
the next war pretty much with the weapons that we have on hand. 
On the civilian side, it is equally important that we have mobilization 
readiness in being, 

We believe that if we should be attacked, we might not have suffi- 
cient time between the warning and the actual attack to prepare our 
defenses. This means that we must prepare in advance, insofar as 
we are able. We must have material things in being: civil-defense 
equipment, supplies, alternate operating sites and communications 
systems; and we must also have nonmaterial things in being: chains of 
command, standby procedures and orders, and training at all levels 
so that every Government employee and every citizen can do his part 
for national survival. 

We recognize that even a limited war would increase the threat of 
direct attack and might therefore necessitate full and immediate na- 
tional mobilization. Accordingly, we must not only be prepared to 
mobilize the Nation in a fraction of the time we took in World War II 
and Korea, but must also be ready to take protective measures in 
preparation for possible attack. 

In other words, when we now talk about mobilization, we are in- 
cluding nonmilitary defense. We cannot have one without the other. 

Now to be more specific, there are several areas in which we and 
FCDA have overlaps and duplications under the existing division of 
basic authorities between the two agencies. This has created diffi- 
culties which we have not been able to overcome despite the efforts of 
both staffs. 
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Some areas involved, for example, are planning for the mobilization 
and utilization of resources; preparing for the continuity of Govern- 
ment; and coordinating the defense activities of other Federal agencies. 

Let me highlight what I think is the area of greatest difficulty: 
planning for the mobilization and utilization of human and material 
resources. 

While this is a central responsibility of ODM, FCDA also has very 
broad responsibility and authority in this field in a civil-defense 
emergency. The result has been confusion among Federal depart- 
ments and agencies having resource mobilization responsibilities, as 
well as among States and local governments. 

FCDA has the authority, postattack, to requisition supplies and 
materials, and to delegate its requisitioning authority. On the other 
hand, ODM has broad authority to determine priorities and allocations 
of materials and facilities for national defense purposes. 

Accordingly, under attack conditions, these authorities are bound 
to collide—as they have during past Operations Alert. 

One of the ways in which an effort has been made to sort out the 
responsibilities of ODM and FCDA was by trying to define separate 
time periods after an attack. 

The concept was that there would be a survival period in which 
FCDA would be in charge, followed by a recovery period in which 
ODM would be in charge. It does not take a very hard look at this 
concept to see that it has serious faults. 

After an attack there would be damaged areas, areas subject to 
residual radiation, and areas which had not been directly affected by 
the attack. 

But these latter areas might be paralyzed by the destruction of 
resources in other parts of the country; for example, damage to 
communications, transportation, and productive facilities. 

The nationwide effects of the application of stringent controls in 
the damaged areas would further complicate this problem. We must 
be prepared to deal with the situation in all of these areas with a single 
unified and continuing effort. Furthermore, in the event of repeated 
attacks, the survival period could extend for many months or years. 
The actions taken during the survival period to use up resources would 
profoundly affect our ability to recover later. 

In short, we have found that it is impossible to compartmentalize 
the authorities with respect to civil defense and defense mobilization. 
It is impossible to separate on the one hand preattack measures for 
the protection of the people from the effects of attack and on the 
other hand measures for the protection of facilities to supply the things 
needed after attack. It is equally impossible to separate postattack 
measures for immediate survival from the long-run measures needed 
for national recovery. 

Past efforts to sort out the roles of the two agencies have produced 
a document on the division of basic responsibilities, which was tested 
in Operation Alert 1957 and found unsatisfactory. Following that, 
Governor Hoegh and I set up a number of new joint task forces in the 
various resource areas to attempt to work out a reconciliation of our 
difficulties. 

A lot of fine work was done by the staffs of both agencies but I must 
confess that the results were not too encouraging. 
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Accordingly, I have concluded that a merger, such as is contem- 
plated by Biceniiecten Plan No. 1, is the only satisfactory answer 
to these problems. 

I should like, now, to speak on one other point that I think is 
particularly important, and that is the necessity that the Office of 
Defense and Civilian Mobilization be set up in the Executive Office 
of the President. 

I feel that this is so because the responsibilities for mobilization 
readiness, to the greatest possible extent must be spread throughout 
the Federal Government and downward into the State and local 
governments. 

I think we must get people to look on mobilization readiness as a 
basic part of their own regular day-to-day jobs. 

We must look to the Agriculture Department people throughout 
the country to plan for supplying food in an emergency. We must 
look to people in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to plan for medical care. We must look to people in the Housing 
agencies to plan for housing—and so on. 

“These activities must be carried out by the people who have the 
technical competence and who exist in large enough numbers to 
make the activities meaningful. 

The role of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization should 
be one of direction, coordination, and stimulation of all of the many 
efforts throughout the country, which go to make up mobilization 
readiness. This direction, coordination, and stimulation can best 
be done by an agency which is close to the President. 

In my opinion, the Federal Government cannot afford to coutinue 
to have two sets of coordinating agencies concerned with preparedness 
for nuclear attack. 

The current situation has created confusion among the Federal 
departments and agencies. If allowed to continue, it will create an 
even greater confusion among the States and Federal agencies in the 
field as Federal mobilization plans reach the stage where they can be 
made available not only to Federal field officials, but to State and 
local officials. 

The answer to this confusion is to unify the present authorities 
and responsibilities in the hands of the President and to allow him, 
through an Executive Office agency, to provide for a unified direction 
of all of these activities. 

This solution will not, of itself, of course, insure our reaching an 
adequate state of mobilization readiness. It will, however, clear the 
way for doing so. In the judgment of those of us who have worked 
most intensively in this field, the President’s reorganization plan 
respresents the best approach toward the objective. 

The President’s recommendation recognizes that both ODM’s 
and FCDA’s administrative organizations ‘for providing mobilization 
for defense and civilian preparedness for survival are outmoded in 
this day of rapid progress in science and technology. As I said to 
the House committee, the gears of the two organizations need to be 
meshed to get the job well done with maximum dispatch and minimum 
expense. 

1 believe that the quickest and most effective way to get a full 
measure of coordination and direction so needed to meet the challe nge 
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of today is for Congress to approve the President’s Reorganization 
Plan No. 1. 

Finally, as we recognize the importance of total national survival 
in the nuclear-missile age, we must not minimize the importance 
of production readiness, resource allocation, critical materials stock- 
piling, civil defense emergency relief and welfare planning, emergency 
en, restoration, and a‘ host of similar vital activities. J 

elieve the importance of national survival to have greatly expanded 
each of these activities and demanded that they Be considered in 
relation to the whole. 

I believe the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 1 makes possible 
organized attention to this total problem. 

enator Humpnrey. Thank you very much, Mr. Gray. 

I am very interested in your observations as to the necessity of 
having this new agency in the Office of the President. 

My main concern over the plan has not been that, as you have 
possibly noted. Senator Potter had strong reservations about it, 
but we, I think, all recognize the changed technology of weaponry and 
the possibility of sudden attack and the need for prompt, almost im- 
mediate decisions. 

Therefore, anything that we can do to equip the Government, 
and in this instance, since it relates to the overall defense, the Presi- 
dent, with this authority I think is to the good. 

Here again, however, once having concentrated this great respon- 
sibility and authority in the office of the President, it seems to me all 
(he more important that the Congress have a pretty good idea what 
the agency is going to look like. 

You see, really we are discussing philosophy here up to this point. 
What you are saying to me no one can deny, that there has been a 
change, that our Covernment must move with these changes, that the 
plans that we had 10 years ago, 5 years ago, have to be altered. 

We cannot face the reality of an intercontinental ballistic missile 
or rocketry or the new types of thermonuclear weapons without know- 
ing that we have to equip the Government in the terms of the overall 
defense of the Nation with new authorities and new responsibilities. 

I concur with the theme of your testimony; but I become all the 
more concerned about the kind of an administrative organizational 
structure that is going to take on these tremendous responsibilities. 
Really what this amounts to is having an agency that has overall 
brainpower, at least mobilizationwise, in terms of plans, designs, 
programs, projects of the total economy. This new agency, the office 
of Defense and Civilian Mobilization, 1s to be the defense brain trust, 
so to speak, of the Nation. 

I would like to know where these people are all going to end up. I 
mean what kind of structure are we going to have here to get this job 
done. It is like making a speech on the one hand and having to 
deliver on the other. The easiest thing to do is just talk about it—and 
not act upon it. 

Mr. Gray. You discussed that at some length in this hearing with 
Mr. Finan, who discussed the thinking of the Bureau of the Budget 
about this. I trust you will not consider me uncooperative when I 
point out to you that it would not be my prerogative to discuss with 
the committee the new organization which is contemplated. 
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Senator Humpurey. I understand that. I do very much, Mr. 
Gray. In fact, I thought the best place to discuss that or the proper 
place was with the Bureau of the Budget people. 

Mr. Gray. Yes. 

What I want to know, if I am walking down the halls would I see a 
sign which says, ‘‘Assistant Director in Charge of Civil Defense Man- 
power Mobilization,” or something like that. I want to know if I 
will see something like that. The plan that we have here is not a 
plan at all. What we have here is a complete surrender of functions 
and responsibilities of one independent office and an executive agency, 
the ODM, to the President—and he, in turn, is to redelegate those 
responsibilities and functions to a new agency director. 

Isn’t that what we really have? 

Mr. Gray. The plan provides that these authorities be transferred 
to the President, and in the contemplation that he will redelegate 
them, but I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that there has been a lot 
of concern about the prestige and stature of civil defense. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Gray. You adverted to it this morning and other members of 
the committee have. 

Senator Humpurery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gray. Governor Hoegh is here and I won’t presume to speak 
for Civil Defense, but I will express it as my opinion that one of the 
handicaps that he and his predecessors have had has been this question 
of prestige and stature; and I think that this will be immensely in- 
creased by making this man, this new Director of the ODCM, under 
the President, responsible for the whole field of civil defense. 

I think it is an elevation of the responsibility and the authority. 

Again, I would not presume to speak for that fine agency, but it is 
my impression at least that Governor Hoegh shares this view. He 
will be testifying, of course. 

Senator HumMpHREY. Yes. 

I think I understand your point of view. I like to get down to the 
working operations of the agency as one might envision them. You 
are a very busy man, Mr. Gray, and so is Governor Hoegh. I some- 
times wonder how you men are able to do as much as you are able to 
do under the tremendous pressures. 

What I am concerned about is that if you consolidate the responsi- 
bilities for both of these existing agencies under one Director, how 
are the responsible State and local officials going to be able to get 
to you? You are busy with one set of duties as the Director of ODM 
oan Governor Hoegh is busy as the Director of the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration. If you put all of those responsibilities and 
duties into one office, namely, that of the Director of ODCM, how 
are the governors, or the State directors of Civil Defense, for instance, 
really going to see the person who really counts? 

I do not believe in seeing shipping clerks. When you really want 
to get something done, you have got to go to the fellow who has the 
authority to get it done. 

One of the reasons that many people write to Members of Congress 
today—and by the way, 80 percent of my time is taken up with 
things that ought to be handled by the agencies, by direct contact 
between the citizen and the agency is that we can get to you. We 
can get to a Cabinet officer. We can talk to an Assistant Secretary. 
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This is what these governors and these State directors are going 
to want todo. They are not going to want to talk to the 33d assistant 
down the line. If they do, they will just be over to see their Senator 
and say, ‘Look, I want to talk to the man that has the pie. I do not 
want to talk to the man that is just running around with these old 
dried up crackers. I want to get to the fellow that really has the 
money and the authority. Senator, will you please get hold of that 
Director for me?” 

So I can see this poor Director not lasting so long under these 
pressures. I want to know if there is going to be a deputy or an 
assistant director that has the particular responsibility for the thou- 
sands of people that will be coming to a Congressman and a Senator 
asking to be heard. 

Mr. Gray. Of course I cannot describe what the new structure 
would be like. It is true that the bill provides for four statutory 
officers in addition to the Director, and I would certainly suppose, 
Senator, that a new Director would arrange the responsibilities in 
his Agency so that there would be commie people who could deal 
responsibly with those citizens and others that he did not himself 
— time to see. But I could not attempt to lay it out in precise 

etail. 

Senator Humpurey. I shall not burden you much more because I 
= that this is possibly beyond your responsibility or your function 

ere. 

I do want to say that I believe in implicit organization and direct 
line responsibility. I have never been very pleased with this business 
where you go to one office to get a little something and over to another 
office and get a little something, never quite being able to really put 
the pattern together. 

I am not going to be buying anything until I find out who runs the 
store. 

Mr. Gray. Let me say with respect to this whole broad range of 
responsibilities which are encompassed in these two offices now, that 
at least when we get them in one place you will know where they are 
and where there is a responsibility for them. It is true that we have 
a great confusion. 

I am sorry Senator Martin is not here, but he adverted to stock- 
piling. We have, as you know, facing us, great decisions, Senator, 
about the future course and direction of our stockpiling effort. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gray. We have substantially completed the critical materials 
stockpile. The present activity in that as compared with the activity 
in recent years is not greatly significant. But what are we now going 
to stockpile? And here is an area in which ODM and FCD 
responsibilities overlap and become confused, and at least now there 
will be one Agency which would have the emergency stockpiling 
function in one place. There is no question about the fact that this 
new Director would be responsible for it any more than there would 
be a question that he is responsible to the President and would be 
responsible to the Congress for the whole range of civil-defense activ- 
ity. 

I might advert to one thing Senator Potter expressed a concern 
about, if I may. 

Senator Humpnrey. Please go right ahead. 
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Mr. Gray. He was concerned in his statement to the committee 
about whether putting these activities and, specifically, civil defense 
activities in the Executive Office of the President would create a 
situation of Executive privilege so that the Congress might not be 
able to follow and express its wishes in the various ways in which the 
Congress can act. 

It has been my experience, and I speak from experience, that as the 
head of an Agency in the Executive Office of the President, this will 
constitute no problem for the Congress. I have felt myself directly 
responsive to the Congress with respect to my responsibilities, and 
have appeared before you in other capacities. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gray. So I do not think this is a problem. 

Senator Humpnrey. I want to thank you very much, Mr. Gray. 

Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Mr. Gray, today, the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion is directly assigned to the President, is it not? 

Mr. Gray. The Office of Defense Mobilization is in the Executive 
Office of the President. The new Agency which would be created 
would be precisely in the same relationship to the President as the 
present ODM. 

Senator Martin. Has it been unworkable because of its having 
been in the executive branch? 

Mr. Gray. You mean its being in the Executive Office? I do not 
think so, Senator. It is my opinion that the problems that are involved 
in coordinating the activities of other Federal agencies can better be 
met by having the Office in the Executive Office of the President 
than in some independent agency. It is very difficult for an inde- 
pendent agency to coordinate the activities of Cabinet departments, 
and I would say very frankly in speaking to this point that there is 
not any difficulty which the Director faces in getting cooperation. 
His problem is rather one of being very careful that he coordinates 
and does not give the appearance of more authority than he has, so 
there is no problem of dealing with the other agencies. 

Senator Martin. Your Agency of course is blessed with a working 
knowledge of the functioning of this particular type of work in the 
same relationship to the President or the executive branch that is 
planned in the reorganization plan before us. 

Mr. Gray. I think it would work the same way, yes. 

Senator Martin. Your observation is that that has not impeded 
your work. 

Mr. Gray. I believe it has not. 

Senator Martin. Then I gather from your comments that the 
work of this proposed new Agency is so closely associated to the 
President’s functioning as Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces 
as to make it necessary to work closely with him, more closely than 
most independent agencies need to? 

Mr. Gray. I think that that is an important point, but I think that 
the more important part of that, Senator, is that these authorities 
and responsibilities so transcend and cut across the activities and 
reaponetbilities of most every agency in Government that it is very 
difficult to accomplish the necessary coordination short of the Presi- 
dent or his Office. 
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Senator Martin. I notice the recommended organization for 
civilian mobilization is set out in the back of the section entitled 
“Executive Leadership” of the McKinsey report, volume No. 2.” 
There is shown close coordination with all the other delegations. of 
mobilization functions to the different other departments, such as 
National Security Council, Bureau of the Budget, Council of Economic 
Advisors, the White House staff, and the Office of Civilian Mobiliza- 
tion. 

In other words, it must deal with almost every phase of Govern- 
ment at some place or other along the line. 

Mr. Gray. Every phase of Government that has any kind of 
essential emergency responsibility. 

Senator Martin. Also with all the department heads. 

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. Do you think that that makes a strong case for 
placing this new Agency directly in the President’s charge? 

Mr. Gray. I do, yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. I won’t attempt to go over all the detailed func- 
tionings you have described here. 

1 have many questions about some of the policy decisions. I for one 
subscribe to the need for our preparing for existence beyond the first 
30 days of the next war. 

I think we had better try to survive even after those 30 days elapse, 
and J have opposed shortening the stockpiling program to too brief a 
period of time. I think we cannot afford to bring into being a com- 
pate supply of all the implements of war before the attack. We had 

etter be ready to make some after we are attacked even though it 
may take us more than 30 days. 

I won’t go further into that. There are some far-reaching policy 
decisions that I would love to discuss with you, but I do not believe I 
should do so in this hearing. 

Mr. Gray. I will make myself available at some other time, Senator. 

Senator Martin. We will do that some other time. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Gray, I want to thank you very much. I 
only make this one suggestion. We talked a little earlier about the 
name of this agency. It just seems to me that we might take a little 
suggestion from the Mutual Securify Act. When we have, for 
example, what we call military assistance, we have another segment 
called defense support, which is related more to the economic aspects. 

I personally feel that the language in the reorganization plan of 
the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization gets the cart before 
the horse. 

I think we would be better off to have the Office of Civilian Mobiliza- 
tion and Defense Support. That is really what you are talking about, 
because you are not giving suggestions or plans for the operation of 
the strategy in warfare. 

Mr. Gray. No. It is perfectly clear, that this Office is not con- 
cerned with strategy, Mr. Chairman. However, I think you must 
bear in mind that this Office will inherit the responsibilities which are 
laid out in the National Security Act, which requires that an office— 
and this would be the successor office—advise the President concerning 
military, industrial, and civilian mobilization. 

Senator Humphrey. Yes, sir. 


2 Retained in the files of the subcommittee. 
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Mr. Gray. And we get into the question of military plans for the 
callup of manpower, which cannot be made independently of the rest 
of the economy, which must be coordinated in the total mobilization 
planning. So that I do not know myself how to improve on thename. 
I feel that it does the best that it can to encompass the broadrange 
of activities of the two agencies which now exist. However, as Mr. 
Finan pointed out, this name is a part of the plan as it is before the 
committee. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes; I understand. 

Senator Martin. Just one word there. In the chart* I just 
referred to in volume IT of the McKenzie report, there is a section 
entitled ‘Executive Leadership.” In this chart, the proposed agency 
is listed under the title ‘‘Office of Civilian Mobilization.” 

Senator Humpnrey. That is correct. 

Senator Martin. I wonder if that is inadequate as a title to cover 
all we are talking about. 

Mr. Gray. I will express a personal opinion on that, Senator. 
This was the report as it went to the Bureau of the Budget. The 
McKenzie Co. suggested the name ‘Office of Civilian Mobilization.” 
I, myself, would not think that that would be an adequate name. 
I agree that it is extremely important to make it clear that this new 
agency has a clear and continuing and vital responsibility for this 
whole important area of civil defense. 

But if this new office were concerned only with civil defense and not 
with the coordination of the total requirements of the economy which 
involve military requirements, I think very quickly then it would be 
possible that some people in the Pentagon would be saying to this new 
Director, if he were simply the Director of Civilian Mobilization: 
“‘Now you go ahead and make your arrangements for civil defense. 
We will make our own plans for military defense.” 

I think this would be a serious mistake to have that situation devel- 
op. Now whether it would develop out of a name, I do not know, but 
the members of this committee have thought the name was pretty 
important. I would say if that is true, to lose the connotation of 
monitoring and coodinating total mobilization would be a mistake. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is very helpful, Mr. Gray. 

Senator Martin. Would you suggest the word “total” in place of 
“eivilian’’? 

Senator Humpurey. I think I have got his point of view. Thank 
you very much, Mr. Gray. We are very grateful to you. 

Mr. Gray. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Humpurey. Governor Hoegh, Administrator of the Federal 
Civil Defense Administration. 

Governor, we welcome you. 


STATEMENT OF LEO A. HOEGH, ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL 
CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Horcu. Thank you. 

Senator Humpnurey. I want to compliment you on the fine work 
you are doing. We are getting excellent reports of your work as the 
Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 

Mr. Hore. Thank you, sir. 


® Bee p. 18. 
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Senator Martin. May I add a word? 

Senator Humpnrey. Oh yes, Senator. 

Mr. Hore. We are going to have a reunion here. 

Senator Martin. Governor Hoegh is a man of proven executive 
ability, and I am very proud to have him in the position he now holds. 

Senator Humpurey. Governor Hoegh, will you proceed? 

Mr. Horeu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is 
a pleasure to come before this committee and discuss the organization 
of the Federal Government to carry out its nonmilitary defense 
functions. 

Your committee is aware of the extensive investigation of this sub- 
ject by the Military Operations Subcommittee of the House Govern- 
ment Operations Committee. Those studies, which were made under 
the leadership of Mr. Holifield, have materially assisted in the 
development of the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958. 

The activities of the House committee, which culminated in the 
issuance of an interim report in 1956 and the introduction last year 
of Chairman Holifield’s bill, H. R. 2125, and companion measures, 
are important parts of the history of the President’s proposal. 

The findings and recommendations of the Civil Defense Subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee also provided sub- 
stantial assistance in the formulation of this reorganization plan. 

There is a close relationship to the findings and recommendations 
contained in the Kefauver committee report and the provisions of the 
President’s reorganization plan. 

For example, the plan is predicated upon the essentiality of inte- 
grating many nonmilitary defense activities into the normal day-to- 
day functions of the Federal departments and agencies. 

Tbe plan also recognizes the inseparability of civil defense and 
the related nonmilitary defense activities presently being conducted 
by the Office of Defense Mobilization, and therefore provides that 
ail of the nonmilitary defense responsibilities of the Federal Govern- 
ment will be under the supervision of a single office. 

It will establish central guidance and supervision essential to insure 
that the departments and agencies are adequately prepared to carry 
out their assigned emergency functions. In addition, the consolida- 
tion will materially facilitate the successful development of overall 
nonmilitary defense plans which the committee found to be essential. 

Consistent with the findings of the Senate committee, the reorgan- 
ization plan is founded upon the principle that modern weapons and 
the means for their rapid delivery require that the total nonmilitary 
defense activities of the Federal Government be given a priority 
commensurate to that established for our military preparedness 
measures. 

In this connection, the basic concept of the reorganization plan goes 
even further than many nonmilitary defense organizational proposals 
made during recent years. In accord with the specific recommenda- 
tion of Senator Kefauver’s committee— 

* * * that the President assume, as an addition to the heavy burdens of office, 
the personal responsibility for providing the leadership which will cause the 
people to support a proper civil defense effort— 
the plan will vest the total nonmilitary defense responsibility in the 
President and will establish, in the Executive Office of the President, 
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the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobilization to assist him in the 
discharge of these responsibilities. 

Consistent with this basic concept, the reorganization plan transfers 
to the President the functions vested in me wg the Federal Civil De- 
fense Act of 1950. This committee is familiar with the Civil Defense 
Act, but it might be helpful if I reviewed its major provisions. 

Briefly, the act authorizes me as Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tor, to prepare national plans and conduct programs designed to 
protect life and property in the United States from enemy attack. 

More mpoctealty. title II of that act provides authority for partic- 
ular activities to be undertaken. 

This involves establishment of adequate civil-defense communica- 
tions, the development and maintenance of a national attack warning 
system, the conduct of civil-defense studies and research, the training 
and instruction of civil-defense personnel, the acquisition and main- 
tenance of reserve stocks of equipment and materials for use during 
an emergency, the furnishing of financial assistance to the States and 
their political subdivisions for civil-defense purposes, and the educa- 
tion of the population relative to civil-defense measures for survival. 

Those are examples of the preattack activities engaged in by the 
Federal Civil Defense Administration to develop the capability of the 
Nation to absorb the effects of modern war and to survive. 

As this committee is aware, the aci, in title III, also contains many 
extraordinary emergency powers designed to permit the Administrator 
to carry out his responsibilities under attack and postattack condi- 
tions. These powers, which by the terms of the statute are exercised 
only during a civil defense emergency, and then subject to the direc- 
tion and control of the President, would be transferred by the re- 
organization plan, directly to the President. 

Since my appointment as Federal Civil Defense Administrator, I 
have become aware of the interrelationship of responsibilities dis- 
charged, on behalf of the President, by the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion and many of the programs conducted by the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administration. 

I have discussed this subject with Mr. Gray and our staffs have 
engaged in a continuing effort to delineate the appropriate areas of 
activity of the respective agencies. 

To date, in my opinion, these efforts have met with some degree of 
success, but as a result of extensive review of the problems, | have 
reached the conclusion that single direction of the total nonmilitary 
defense activities of the Federal Government is essential to the ade- 
quate development of the Nation’s capability to protect life and prop- 
erty from attack. 

As a former governor, I am aware of the practical problems facing 
civil defense officials at the State and local levels. Since becoming 
Administrator, I have been even more convinced of the importance of 
the role that the States and the cities must perform if our Nation is to 
survive a nuclear attack. 

I say without hesitation that the success or failure of-the Nation’s 
nonmilitary defense effort—and I mean defense mobilization, including 
economic stabilization, resources management and other related activ- 
ities as well as civil defense—will be determined by the way that our 
State and local governments operate under emergency conditions. 
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Further, the way that they react will be determined by the extent 
to which they have, during the preattack period, developed their capa- 
bility to operate under such conditions. 

Therefore, our total nonmilitary defense effort, including our Federal 
planning, must be predicated upon the development of the capability 
of governments, at all levels, to effectively continue to carry out their 
essential functions under emergency conditions. 

This is why I have placed such a high priority upon the program 
that we call continuity of Government. This program is designed to 
assist State and local governments to increase their capability to oper- 
ate effectively under attack and postattack conditions. 

This program has the complete support of the governors of this 
Nation and is well underway. 

In order that the States and their political subdivisions eon effec- 
tively plan and organize their efforts to develop this capability to con- 
tinue operating, it is essential that they know what is expected of them. 

It is equally essential that they be advised what they may expect, 
in the way of assistance, from the Federal Government. 

Therefore, one of my first tasks upon becoming Administrator was 
to attempt to clarify the respective civil defense roles of the Federal, 
State, and local governments, and the individual citizen. I deter- 
mined that the best manner in which to accomplish this was the 
development of a new national civil defense plan. 

To this end, and as a matter of urgent priority, my agency is com- 
pleting a plan which establishes national nonmilitary courses of action 
and sets forth step by step how the mission is to be accomplished, and 
above all, by whom. 

It is, of course, essential that such a plan be completely coordinated 
within the executive branch of the Federal Government. It is 
equally essential that the States and cities review it, comment on it, 
and make such suggestions as are necessary to insure that it is a 
simnle, practical and workable plan. 

This task is nearing completion, I am happy to report. The plan 
has been accepted and approved by various representatives of State 
and local governments, as well as the national associations of State 
and local civil defense officials. 

During recent weeks, I have personally supervised the coordination 
of the plan within the Federal Government. I am happy to report 
that there is general agreement on its major aspects. Likewise, the 
tonto during their 1958 conference, in Miami, generally endorsed 
the plan. 

The preparation and coordination of the new national civil defense 
plan confirmed my earlier conclusion that all of the nonmilitary de- 
fense activities of the Federal Government should be placed under 
single direction. 

IT am convinced that the consolidation of these two agencies, and 
the elimination of artificial delineations of responsibilities, will result 
in a substantial increase in the effectiveness of the total nonmilitary 
defense activities of the Federal Government. 

It will certainly eliminate much of the confusion that exists in the 
An of State and local officials as to which Federal agency is in 
charge. 

These results alone would be adequate justification for the accept- 
ance of the proposal to consolidate the two agencies. 


i 
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I would like to comment on one additional aspect of the report of 
Senator Kefauver’s committee. This involved the question of the 
ability of the Federal Civil Defense Administration to effectively 
conduct its activities from its location in Battle Creek, Mich. 

The committee hearings indicated that in some respects it appeared 
difficult for the agency to carry out its responsibilities while located 
in Battle Creek. The subcommittee recommended that the Adminis- 
trator give serious consideration to the possibility of relocating at 
least a portion of his staff to the Washington area while at the same 
time considering the desirability of the dispersal aspect of the present 
physical location, Extensive consideration has been given to this 
recommendation. 

As a matter of fact, certain top staff members are located in Wash- 
ington although we refer to Battle Creek as the headquarters of FCDA. 
This includes myself and my deputy. 

In effect, while the greater majority of FCDA staff are located in 
Battle Creek the Washington Office is the policy office. 

I do not want to conclude my remarks without mentioning one 
other thing. 

There are, in addition to organization other problems facing the 
Nation’s nonmilitary defense program. 

I do not want to be interpreted as representing that the acceptance 
of this organizational proposal would, by itself, overnight, result in 
adequate nonmilitary defense preparedness. At the same time I 
want to make it emphatically clear that I strongly believe that the 
organizational problem must be solved before any really effective 
nonmilitary defense planning and readiness can be achieved. It is 
the essential next step. However, it is certainly not the only step. 

In this connection, it is also essential that the Congress approve 
another measure which, from the State and local civil defense stand- 
point, is of equal importance. 

I refer to the enactment of Mr. Durham’s bill, H. R. 7576,* which 
is currently pending before the Senate Armed Services Committee. 
This bill was unanimously passed by the House last summer. 

Consistent with the Kefauver committee finding of a necessity 
for greater Federal responsibility, the bill establishes civil defense as 
a joint responsibility of Federal, State, and local governments, with 
the Federal Government providing overall direction and coordination, 
and sharing the cost of civil-defense functions at State and local levels. 

I cannot overemphasize the importance of the passage of this 
legislation. 

Civil-defense officials, mayors, and governors, from every part of 
the Nation, advise me that the enactment of this bill is essential to 
their development of an adequate civil-defense program. 

I urge the members of this committee to give their strong support 
to this measure when it is considered by the Senate. 

In summary, I believe the President’s reorganization plan will 
accomplish the following: 

1. Strengthen the Nation’s nonmilitary defense organization; 

2. Increase the stature of civil defense and mobilization; 

3. Provide the best overall coordination and supervision of the 
nonmilitary defense activities within the Federal Government; 


4 See p. 62. 
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4. Provide unified guidance and assistance to State and local 
governments; 

5. Establish a solid foundation upon which accomplishment of 
the assigned mission can be accelerated; and 

6. Provide more efficient and economical administration. 

The close relationship between military preparedness and non- 
military defense readiness activities, and the vital importance of both, 
demand, because these functions transcend the responsibilities of 
any single department or agency, that the nonmilitary defense func- 
tions be vested in no one short of the President. 

In conclusion, I want to assure you that the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration wholeheartedly supports Reorganization Plan No. 1 
- 1958 and strongly urges that the Congress permit the plan to take 
effect. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much, Governor Hoegh. 
Is the support that you emphasize for Reorganization Plan No. 1, 
based upon any knowledge of the proposed administrative structure 
of this new agency? 

Have you seen any blueprint as to what may happen? 

Mr. Honan. I have that which the McKinsey Co. has recom- 
mended. I have seen their proposals A and B; yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. What do you think of those proposals? 

Mr. Horen. I have given them some consideration, despite the 
fact that I do not know who the Director will be, and I have had my 
staff give them great consideration. 

Now as to my final conclusions, I think probably it would be better 
that I did not express them here, in that it is not my prerogative at 
this time. 

Senator Humpurey. Whose prerogative do you think it is Gover- 
nor, to express some point of view about it? 

Mr. Horan. I thought you had the right man here. 

Senator HumpuHrey. Mr. Finan? 

Mr. Horen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. I am going to call him back again and get a 
little more definitive expression from him. 

I agree with the philosophy which is enunciated here about the 
importance of joining together the Office of Defense Mobilization 
and the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

I think that this point has been well established. I have no argu- 
ment even to the point of placing this in the Executive Office, with 
the redelegation of, authority to the Administrator. I am, however, 
interested in finding out what this thing is going to look like. It is 
something like saying, ‘‘I believe everybody ought to have a good 
house,”’ but before you buy that house it is kind of a good idea to 
take a look at the plans and the blueprints. It is better even if 
you study them meticulously. 

Mr. Sleuan: I might mention this Senator: This organization 
should be streamlined. It should be capable of performing the 
functions of Civil Defense and ODM. 

Senator Humpurey. Right. 

Mr. Horer. And there can be therefore some consolidation of 
our various departments in our respective agencies that now exist. 

Another point I would like to make clear: I think that it is im- 
portant for the Director of the Office of Defense and Civilian Mobili- 
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zation to be recognized as the No. 1 spokesman under the President 
for both Defense Mobilization and Civil Defense. 

‘When the Governor of your State comes to Washington, D. C., he 
should get into the Office of the Director of this new agency, because 
without his support, without the governors throughout this Nation 
and the mayors, without their help and their participation, we could 
never have a strong nonmilitary defense. They are the leaders at 
home, and when they have become true leaders and are definitely 
doing everything within their power to strengthen the nonmilitary 
defense capabilities, along with us in the Federal Government, the 
people are going to respond and are actively going to support and 
rally behind civil defense. 

Senator Humpurey. Governor, I’ll be very brief. My concern is 
very simple. I am not concerned about the manner in which the 
duties of the ODM will be performed. Congress will appropriate 
money for stockpiling. The ODM will have the staff to draw up 
necessary plans. 

Mr. Horan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. This is the sort of thing like in the Department 
of Defense itself. It is not too difficult for Congress to get money for 
the Department of Defense but it is very difficult sometimes to get a 
little extra money even to translate some documents that may make 
the difference between a Department of Defense that knows some- 
thing and a Department of Defense that is back 20 years behind time. 

I have been around here long enough to know how hard it is to get 
something done for something that is not quite as precise and as 
melodramatic and as clear as some other things are. 

So what I am getting at is what happens to civil defense, what 
happens to these thousands of people that we have all through the 
United States that have been asked to serve in these civil-defense 
units? Of course, you are the head of it and you endorse this plan. 
But it is entirely probable that sometime we would not have a man as 
forceful and as able as you are, sir. You are able to dramatize your 
message and inspire people. But we cannot always rely just upon 
individuals. Sometimes we have to make sure that the organizational 
structure is such that even with a less versatile and able man, that it is 
still a strong structure. 

Now what I am getting at is, does this reorganization plan No. 1 in 
any way subordinate the justifiable and urgent role of a State, local, 
and Federal civil-defense operation? 

Mr. Horgau. I honestly feel that it does not. That instead it 
increases the stature of the role of civil defense. I believe that it 
will be helpful to the State and the local civil-defense directors who 
are the troops on the firing line as you have mentioned. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is right. 

Mr. Horeu. We must not lose sight of that fact, because without 
their help and without the support of their governors and their mayors, 
nonmilitary defense will be impossible to accomplish. For that rea- 
son, I have confidence that the man that ultimately is selected will be 
dedicated toward that end. He must be. 

Senator Humpurey. You see, we are both equal in working in 
Government. I know you come down here as an officer of this 
Government to support the administration plan and the Bureau of 
the Budget has cleared this with all of the departments and so it comes 
in here and says the Government fully supports the plan. 
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We know that the offices of the Government are going to support 
the plan. I think I have sensed in your tone of voice as well as in 
your very thoughtful presentation that this is more than just official 


r. Hore. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. That you are going this enthusiastically, is 
that correct, Governor? 

Mr. Hoxau. That is correct, 

Senator Humpurey. That means a great deal to me. 

Mr. Honrex. And Senator, I can assure you—— 

Senator Humpurey. It means a great deal to me in my judgment 
of the plan. 

Mr. Honreu. Thank you. 

Senator Humpurey. And that is your personal conviction. 

Mr. Hozau. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Governor Hoegh, I have been closely associated 
with you for quite a while, 

Mr. Hoxau. That is right. 

Senator Martin. I am proud of your work and your great interest 
in Government at all levels, starting with your days as a cadet at the 
University of Iowa when I was on the military staff. I saw you go 
out into civil life and become one of the young leaders of our State. 
I know what you did in alerting our fine people to adequate prepared- 
ness while you were practicing law. saw you serve with great 
credit in the Iowa Legislature and then go into the war as a Reserve 
officer and make an outstanding and distinguished record throughout 
the war. Then I saw you as Governor of Iowa do things that marked 
you as an outstanding executive. 

You have brought to your present position full knowledge and 
understanding of the legislative and executive branches of our State 
government together with a record of distinguished military service in 
war and proven leadership in your present position as Administrator 
of the Federal Civil Defense Administration. I place a great deal of 
importance on your conclusions here. I would like to ask you a 
question about merging these two units together and placing them 
on the President’s desk or in his direct jurisdiction. 

In your opinion can it be handled very properly and ably by the 
spent in the plan that is set forth in this proposed reorganization 
plan? 

Mr. Horau. I definitely feel that that is correct. I want to point 
this out. 

Senator Martin. You have more angles of observation and actual 
operating experience than almost any witness we could possibly call. 

Mr. Horau. I want to point this out, Senator, and Senator Hum- 
hrey: In our agency we do delegate certain functions to other 
Federal agencies and departments. I believe that by placing this 
new Director immediately under the President, putting the respon- 
sibilities in the President and in turn to the Director, that you can 
then accomplish this necessary coordination by single unified direc- 
tion—that is essential if you are to have a good, sound nonmilitary 
defense. 

I think it is going to be very helpful. 
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For instance, in our national plan we have to have a food plan. 
The Department of Agriculture is the expert in food. Rightfull 
they should prepare the annex to the plan that deals with food. 
Now we have the responsibility of seeing that that is done. 

As the head of an independent agency, it might be a little difficult 
to get it done. I think immediately under the Presidency you can 
get-it done. Those are some of the examples that I want to point out. 
So I think it makes a real contribution to the ultimate, and that is a 
strong nonmilitary defense for America. 

Senator Martin. You summarize that very well in the last para- 
graph of your prepared statement as follows: 

The close relationship between military preparedness and nonmilitary defense 
readiness activities, and the vital importance of both, demand, because these 
functions transcend the responsibilities of any single department or agency, that 
the nonmilitary defense functions be vested in no one short of the President. 

That really summarizes it in a nutshell and very effectively. I 
know that you know what you are talking about because you have 
observed this through most of your lifetime as a lawyer, as a legislator, 
and in your executive capacity as Governor of Lowa, and your service 
as Administrator of the Federal Civil Defense Administration qualify 
you to make especially sound and worthwhile observations. 

I notice from your statement that you have done a considerable 
amount of work in organizing the work of the office which you now 
head. 

You have given a lot of time and attention to organizing it and 
conveying your plans and recommendations back to the governors 
of the States and the mayors of cities. 

I agree with you very strongly that the success of this whole pro- 
gram depends on this coordination and this working together in 
cooperation between all branches of our Government to make it a 
success. 

Mr. Horeu. I would like to point this out, if I may: In this 
nuclear age it is not the nation that is going to make the attack that 
necessarily will win. It is the nation that can sustain itself that will 
win. And when civil defense or nonmilitary defense is so strong that 
we can assure our people and even assure our allies and even our 
dedicated enemies that we can sustain ourselves, then we will have 
a definite deterrent to war. 

Senator Humpnrey. I think this is maybe the biggest deterrent, 
Governor. 

Mr. Hoxreu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. I think it is even more than the sharp edge 
of our defense, and I think this is presently one of the weaknesses in 
our foreign policy posture, that we have never been able to give the 
potential adversary a real reason to believe that we are prepared down 
to the last village in this kind of stick-to-itiveness. 

Mr. Horau. I am convinced we can get there if you give us this 
reorganization, give us H. R. 7576 and give us the necessary money. 

Senator Humpurey. By the way, I support this bill very actively. 

Mr. Horgau. Fine. It is in the Senate Armed Services Committee. 

Senator Humpurey. Which committee? 

Mr. Horan. Senator Russell still has it. 

Senator Humpurey. Such a measure is long overdue. It would 
do a great deal and would be a good piece of companion legislation 
with the reorganization. 
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Senator Martin. That is all I had to ask. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much, Governor. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you. 

Senator Humpurey. Now we have Mr. Walter P. Halstead, who 
is President of the United States Civil Defense Council, and he is 
unquestionably one of the Nation’s foremost municipal civil defense 
eipergors, and he is from my home city of Minneapolis, a very good 
riend. 

I welcome him to the subcommittee and thank him for his willing- 
ness to appear. 

(H. R. 7576 follows:) 


[H. R. 7576, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 
AN ACT To further amend the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, and for other purposes, 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (64 
Stat. 1245; 50 U.S. C. App. 2251 and the following), as amended, is hereby further 
amended as follows: 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Act is amended by striking out said section and substi- 
tuting the following therefor: 

“Tt is the sense of the Congress that the defense of the United States, in this 
thermonuclear age, can best be accomplished by enacting into law the measures 
set forth in this Act. It is the policy and intent of Congress to provide a system 
of civil defense for the protection of life and property in the United States from 
attack. It is further declared to be the policy and intent of the Congress that 
the responsibility for civil defense shall be vested jointly in the Federal Govern- 
ment and the several States and their political subdivisions. The Federal 
Government shall provide necessary direction, coordination, and guidance; shall 
be responsible for the operation of the Federal Civil Defense Administration as 
set forth in this Act; and shall provide necessary assistance as herein authorized.”’ 

Sec. 3. Section 201 of the said Act is amended as follows: 

‘ (a) Subsection (3) of the said section, as amended, is further amended as fol- 
ows: 

(1) Strike the work ‘‘Provided’’ where it first appears and insert in leiu thereof 
the words “‘Provided further’. 

(2) By inserting the following proviso after the words ‘‘and training aids as 
deemed necessary’’: ‘‘ Provided, Phat the terms prescribed by the Administrator 
for the payment of travel expenses and per diem allowances authorized by this 
subsection shall include a provision that such payment shall not exceed one-half 
of the total cost of such expenses.”’ 

(3) Section 2 of the Act of August 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 949), is repealed. 

(b) Subsection (h) of the said section is amended by substituting a colon for 
the period at the end thereof and adding the following proviso: ‘‘Provided further, 
That the Administrator is authorized to procure and maintain under this subsec- 
tion radiological instruments and detection devices, protective masks, and gas 
detection kits, and distribute the same by loan or grant to the States for civil 
defense purposes, under such terms and conditions as the Administrator shall 
prescribe.’’ 

(c) Subsection (i) of the said section is amended as follows: 

(1) The first proviso of said subsection is amended by striking out the proviso 
and substituting the following therefor: ‘Provided, That no contributions shall be 
made for the procurement of land:’’ 

(2) The said subsection is further amended by striking out the eighth proviso 
and all the remainder of the said subsection except the words: “Provided, That 
the Administrator shall report not less often than quarterly to the Congress all 
contributions made pursuant to this subsection.” 

(3) The said subsection is further amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting a colon and the following: “‘ Provided further, That all 
laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors in the per- 
formance of construction work financed with the assistance of any contribution 
of Federal funds made by the Administrator under the provisions of this seetion 
shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on similar construction 
in the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the 
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U. 8. C. 276a-276a—5), and every such employee 
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shall receive compensation at a rate not less than one and one-half times his basic 
rate of pay for all hours worked in any workweek in excess of eight hours in any 
workday of forty hours in the workweek, as the case may be. The Administrator 
shall make no contribution of Federal funds without first obtaining adequate 
assurance that these labor standards will be maintained upon the construction 
work. The Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect to the labor standards 
specified in this proviso, the authority and functions set forth in Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F. R. 3176, 64 Stat. 1267, 5 U. S. C. 1332-15), 
and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (48 Stat. 948, as amended; 
40 U.S. C. 276 (c)).” 

Src. 4. Title II of said Act is amended by adding the following new section 
thereto: 

“Sec. 205. To further assist in carrying out the purposes of this Act, the Admin. 
istrator is authorized to make financial contributions to the States (including 
interstate civil defense authorities established pursuant to section 201 (g) of 
this Act) for necessary and essential State and local civil defense personnel and 
administrative expenses, on the basis of approved plans (which shall be consistent 
with the national plan for civil defense approved by the Administrator) for the 
civil defense of the States: Provided, That the financial contributions to the States 
for the purposes of this section shall not exceed one-half of the total cost of such 
necessary and essential State and local civil defense personnel and administrative 
expenses. 

**(a) Plans submitted under this section shall— 

(1) provide, pursuant to State law, that the plan shall be in effect in all 
political subdivisions of the State and be mandatory on them, and be admin- 
istered or supervised by a single State agency; 

(2) provide that the State shall share the financial assistance with that 
provided by the Federal Government under this section from any source 
determined by it to be consistent with State law; 

‘*(3) provide for the development of State and local civil defense operational 
plans, pursuant to standards approved by the Administrator; 

(4) provide for the employment of a full-time civil defense director by the 
State, and for such other methods of administration, including methods 
relating to the establishment and maintenance of personnel standards on 
the merit basis (except that the Administrator shall exercise no authority 
with respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensation of any indi- 
vidual employed in accordance with such methods) as the Administrator 
shall find to be necessary and proper for the operation of the plan; 

“(5) provide that the State shall make such reports in such form and 
content as the Administrator may require; 

(6) make available to duly authorized representatives of the Administra- 
tor and the Comptroller General books, records, and papers necessary to 
conduct audits for the purposes of this section. 

“(b) The Administrator shall establish such other terms and conditions as he 
may deem necessary and proper. 

““(c) In earrying out the provisions of this section, the provisions of section 
201 (g) and 401 (h) of this Act shall apply. 

“‘(d) For each fiscal year concerned, the Administrator shall alloeate to each 
State, in accordance with his regulations and the total sum appropriated hereunder, 
amounts to be made available to the States for the purposes of this section. 
Regulations governing allocations to the States shall give due regard to (1) the 
criticality of the target and support areas with respect to the development of the 
total civil defense readiness of the Nation, (2) the relative state of development 
of civil defense readiness of the State, (3) population, and (4) such other factors 
as the Administrator shall prescribe: Provided, That the Administrator may re- 
allocate the excess of any allocation not utilized by a State in an approvable plan 
submitted hereunder: Provided further, That amounts paid to any State or political 
subdivision under this section shall be expended solely for the purposes set forth 
herein, 

‘““(e) In the event a State fails to submit an approvable plan as required by this 
section within sixty days after the Administrator notifies the States of the alloca- 
tions hereunder, the Administrator may reallocate such funds, or portions thereof, 
among the other States in such amounts as, in his judgment will best assure the 
adequate development of the civil defense capability of the Nation. 

““(f) The Administrator shall report annually to the Congress all contributions 
made pursuant to this section. 

“‘(g) As used in this Act, the term ‘State’ shall include interstate civil defense 
authorities established under section 201 (g).’’. 
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Sec. 5. Section 401 of the Act is amended by adding the following new sub- 
section thereto: 

“(h) when, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the 
State, or other person, he finds that there is a failure to expend funds in 
accordance with the regulations, terms, and conditions established under this 
Act for approved civil defense plans, programs, or projects, notify such State 
or person that further payments will not be made to the State or person from 
appropriations under this Act (or from funds otherwise available for the 
purposes of this Act or any approved plan, program, or project with respect 
to which there is such failure to comply) until the Administrator is satisfied 
that there will no longer be any such failure. Until he is so satisfied, the 
Administrator shall either withhold the payment of any financial contribution 
to such State or person, or limit payments to those programs or projects with 
eee to which there is substantial compliance with the regulations, terms, 
and conditions governing plans, programs, or projects hereunder: Provided, 
That person as used in this subsection, means the political subdivision of any 
State or combination or group thereof; or any interstate civil defense author- 
ity established pursuant to subsection 201 (g); or any person, corporation, 
association, or other entity of any nature whatsoever, including but not 
limited to, instrumentalities of States and political subdivisions.’ 

Passed the House of Representatives July 15, 1957. 
Attest: 
Ravpu R. Roserts, Clerk. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER P. HALSTEAD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
MINNEAPOLIS CIVIL DEFENSE AND PRESIDENT, UNITED STATES 
CIVIL DEFENSE COUNCIL 


Mr. Haustzeap. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as president of the 
United States Civil Defense Council, I represent the organization of 
city and county civil defense directors throughout the United States 
and its Territories. 

In this capacity, by personal contact and correspondence, I have 
had the opportunity to become acquainted with and aware of the 
thinking and the needs of civil defense personnel on the operational 
level. Il appreciate this opportunity that you are giving me to pass 
on to you the desires of the individuals upon whose shoulders rest the 
responsibilities of activating any survival program promulgated by 
the Government. 

I have had the occasion to study the President’s message of April 
24 recommending Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 as well as the 
staff report of Mr. Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff member of your 
committee. 

Although both of these documents indicate the structure of the 
planned consolidation of ODM and FCDA agencies, they do not 
give us a blueprint of the table of organization of the proposed Agency 
or exactly what emphasis or deemphasis might be put upon the civil 
defense aspect of the new organization. 

It is with this matter that we are particularly concerned. Changes 
and reorganizations are necessary for any forward-moving plan, but 
changes do not necessarily reflect progress. The citizens of the 
country are quite properly concerned with the lack of progress toward 
adequate civil defense planning. 

There has existed on the Federal level, both administrative and 
legislative, a puzzling indifference to the problem of the survival 
of populations from enemy-caused disasters—puzzling and inexplain- 
able in the face of apparent increasing capabilities of attack. 
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It is obvious that reorganization which would bring civil defense 
into proper focus and attention is long overdue. Also, as ably 
brought out in your staff report, there have been functions of civil 
defense which represented a divided responsibility of FCDA and 
ODM. Because of this division of responsibility, many necessary 
actions and plans that should have been made have been held in 
abeyance. The result has been a confusion on the Federal level in 
regard to the total civil defense program which has been reflected 
down to the operational State and local level. 

Civil defense nationally has lacked adequate leadership on the top 
level and there has been no assigned responsibility on the part of the 
Federal Government to assure proper development of civil defense to 
its completion; namely, a survival plan for the individual citizen. I 
hasten to add that this is not intended as a reflection on the individuals 
who have been charged with the responsibility of the development of 
the FCDA. To the contrary, they have been carrying out their 
assignments in an excellent manner in spite of the absence of an 
adequate plan or direction. 

Today, under the present Federal Civil Defense Administrator, 
Governor Hoegh, the FCDA has recognized its responsibility in the 
development of a total plan, and—dependent upon successful comple- 
tion of pending legislation namely, H: R. 7576 which would provide 
the necessary authority to carry out civil defense planning to its ulti- 
mate goal—I am certain that our civil defense program for the country 
will take a new step forward. 

If the proposed reorganization plan recognizes the basic and funda- 
mental responsibilities of civil defense and does not relegate this prob- 
lem to a subdivision of a Government agency, it can well be the begin- 
ning of meaningful civil defense survival planning. However, I must 
call to your attention the fact that civil defense is unlike any other 
governmental responsibility inasmuch as its operational capabilities 
must necessarily remain in the ability of the citizen at the local level. 

It must develop with proper administration and coordination, from 
the highest office in our Government down to the total capability of 
each community, both large and small, metropolitan or rural. 

It must remain a personalized program with adequate support from 
all levels. 

I should like to remind you, gentlemen, that throughout the country 
hundreds of thousands of your fellow citizens, both paid and volunteer, 
have spent many hours in planning and training to assist their fellow 
men and their country in survival in the event of a disaster. 

They have proved themselves most capable in the time of natural 
disaster and I am sure that if they are given the necessary “muscles’’ 
to build a substantial civil defense program in their communities, 
they shall also prove themselves capable of handling within reason the 
problems arising from an enemy attack. 

If the new reorganization plan recognizes the total responsibility of 
all levels of government in civil defense, we will have made a step in 
the proper direction. If not, the entire civil defense effort of this 
country could fall into dischard. 

This could possibly become the greatest tragedy in the history of 
the United States. Consequently, I urge you to carefully consider 
the proposals of this reorganization plan and to assure yourselves, as our 
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representatives, that it will not only continue, but strengthen, the 
present civil defense effort. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Halstead, in order so that the record may 
be perfectly clear, I understand that you have had a close working re- 
lationship with the present Director of the Federal Civil Defense 
Agency; is that correct? 

Mr. Hausreap. Yes, I have had the opportunity of conferring and 
working with Governor Hoegh since he has been in the organization. 

Senator Humpurey. I understand from our personal visits prior to 
this hearing, since you and I had the opportunity to discuss both H. R. 

7576 and Reorganization Plan No, 1, on the occasion of a visit of 
mine back home to Minnesota, that you have a very high regard for 
the present Administrator; is that correct? 

Mr. Hausteap. I have a very high regard for his ability. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct. Are you reassured as to the 
spencer of this reorganization proposal by the testimony of Governor 

oegh? 

Mr. Hausteap. No, I am not. You brought this out in your 
earlier conversation with representatives of the Bureau of the Budget. 

I am not reassured at this point. I must say that I have not seen | 
the blueprint that represents the McKensie report until today. I 

am less reassured after seeing the blueprint that the civil defense 

activity is spelled out, that it has a proper place. I have a great 
regard for Governor Hoegh and it is all right to say if Governor Hoegh 
should by chance head this Agency or a part of this Agency, then 
everything will be all right. But Governor Hoegh is a human being 
and he will not be here forever. I think this is an important problem ) 
in our Government, and I have indicated here I do not think enough 
thought has been given to it on this problem. I should like to be 
assured. I am not speaking for myself personally. I am speaking for 
hundreds of civil defense people throughout the country, the county, 
and the city directors. ' 

We have a very close relationship with the State directors that you 
have mentioned. One of them is here today and if you have time, I 
would like to have you hear from him, one of the more capable State 
directors. 

Senator Humpurey. Who is that? 

Mr. Hausteap. Mr. Sherley Ewing, the director of civil defense of 
the State of Maryland is here today. I have sat in on many confer- 
ences with Mr. Ewing and his fellow State directors. We are vitally 
concerned, Senator, with the future of civil defense as it might be 
represented in an organization where its identity would be lost. 

The name ‘‘civil defense”’ has apparently been lost right now in the 
title, and we have thousands of people throughout the country who 
are concerned with our survival as well as the citizens. I am not 
at all convinced—as much as I regard Governor Hoegh and his 
ability—I am not at all convinced that I have been shown that this 
reorganization plan will do the job we want it to do. 

If we are going to make a change in this thing, let’s make a good 
change. Let’s be sure that this change points out the need of civil 
defense and brings it down to the individual people. 

Now, Senator, you mentioned having to be able to go in and see 
the proper man. This is a matter of mechanics. I think probably 
I could see the proper man, but it may take 2 or 3 days longer, but I 
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might be able to find him. But I am concerned with the proper 
peaanne. I am concerned with the fact that I want the Agency to 

e following up what I think is a very good start the FCDA has under 
Governor Hoegh and given H. R. 7576 we have great possibilities of 
carrying out this survival program which we have for our country. 

Senator Humpnrey. You have done a much better job in bringing 
out what I was trying to bring out earlier. I feel that the structure 
of Government has a great impact upon the function and the accom- 
plishments of Government. 

Now it is perfectly true that even with a very bad administrative 
structure, with a forceful leader and an effective spokesman and a 
capable administrator, you can overcome all kinds of hurdles in 
Government. 

You can almost break through, so to speak, through the maze of 
confusion and uncertainty and ambiguity but you do not always have 
that forcefulness. That means therefore that the structure of Gov- 
ernment, the lines of command, the responsibilities, the area of juris- 
diction become all the more important, because it resembles a conduit, 
through which leadership can be funneled and through which programs 
can be developed. 

That is why I wanted to see and still feel that we need more infor- 
mation from the Bureau of the Budget as to the kind of administrative 
organizational chart, structure that may be ultimately designed for 
this new Agency. I could not agree with you more, Mr. Halstead, 
about the importance of having this Agency give forceful meaning 
to the whole activity of civil defense. 

There are thousands of people that have little armbands and hel- 
mets that say CD on it, civil defense, not CM, not civilian mobiliza- 
tion, but CD. Just a little thing like that, but more important, it 
seems to me, is they have to feel that this reorganization plan is not 
downgrading but upgrading their activity and their responsibilities. 

Now the Governor and Mr. Gray have both testified as to the added 
prestige that an Executive Agency of this nature, directly responsible 
to the President, would have. 

I think there is some merit to that testimony, considerable merit, 
in fact, provided that within a month after the Agency is established 
that you do not see a diminution or a dilution of the role of civil 
defense. Is that your thinking about it? 

Mr. Hausrgeap. Yes, Senator, I think that that is it exactly. I 
am in favor of this progress. I agree. I think that both Mr. Gray 
and Governor Hoegh talked about the philosophy of the need of a 
change, of upgrading, of giving this more importance and I do not 
think anybody disagrees with that. But the question is, Does this 
change do everything that we want it to do, or at least make a step 
toward doing what we want it to do in relation to civil defense? 

It is a very vital subject, as you know. I know you feel that way 
about it. 

Senator Humpurey. Has your organization been consulted, Mr. 
Halstead? 

Mr. Hatsrgap. Pardon? 

Senator Humpnrey. Has your organization been consulted by 
anyone in the Government? 

Mr. Hatsteap. In relation to the reorganization? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 
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Mr. Hatsreap. No. I have personally received from the FCDA 
and from other sources the plan and message and your staff committee 
report. This is the first time that we have had an opportunity to see 
the philosophy, or whatever you might call it, the reorganization 
they haye suggested. And yet in that book from what I have seen—— 
and I still do not see where it might go back to this business where 
the Civil Defense Director of Minneapolis or Minnesota or Michigan 
~ to find out what is happening in civil defense. I see agencies 
or resources and agencies for planning and all that sort of thing, 
which are all necessary, but I do not see a place to go to. I am not 
so concerned with the place to go to. I do not see a source of respon- 
sibility there that is coming out and saying ‘‘Here is what you are going 
to have to do.” 

We have that now on its way, I think, Senator. I feel we have it on 
its way under the FCDA and I would be very happy to support 
reorganization if they could show me where this is going to continue, 
and continue to develop. 

Senator Humpnrey. It would just seem to me that it would be very 
helpful if the organization of which you are the president, the United 
States Civil Defense Council, had been brought in at a preliminary 
stage in terms of suggestions and proposals for a reorganization plan 
involving the Federal Civil Defense Agency. How many members 
are in your United States Civil Defense Council? 

Mr. Hausteap. We have the majority of the target area directors 
and we have a tote] membership right now—I could not tell you the 
exact number—in excess of 500. It is moving upward to a thousand. 

We are in the business of getting membership so I could not give 
you the number at this time. We do represent the majority, maybe 
with one exception, if that much, of the target cities. 

Then 90 percent of our membership comes from cities of less than 
10,000. These are the people that have to take care of our people 
when the time comes. They are the people that have to provide the 
wherewithal, the food, the clothing, and the shelter if the time ever 
comes. 

And we have members from all the Territories and from the United 
States, all the States. I feel we represent a cross section of the work- 
ing people of civil defense. 

Senator Humpurey. Before I forget it, may I say that the communi- 
cations that we have received from Civil Defense officials and others 
relating to this reorganization plan, will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(Communications referred to follow:) 


Stare or Minnesota, DepaRTMENT OF CiviL DEFENSE, 
St. Paul, Minn., May 12, 1958. 





Hon. Husert H. Humpurey, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Humpurey: Reference is made to your letter of April 29, 1958, 
with which you enclosed a copy of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 relating 
to the Federal Civil Defense Administration and Office of Defense Mobilization. 

My experience as a State Director of Civil Defense has shown that in many 
areas closer coordination of ODM and FCDA was essential and was not being 
accomplished. Such areas included plans for price controls, rationing, the the 
immediate resumption of production in relocated or new plants. A degree of 
the problem may well be laid to the tempo or “feeling of urgency” that dis- 
tinguishes the two agencies. 

No plan or organization chart of how functional responsibilities are to be 
carried out seems to be available but a reorganization of the two agencies, as 
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outlined by the President, will be helpful provided that the realistic approach 
toward the effects of an enemy attack now taken by FCDA prevails. 

The program of the combined agency must accelerate direct assistance as 
well as guidance to the Civil Defense organizations of our States and cities. 

The problem then seems to sort out that the the job can be better done by 
one combined agency if the administration will provide aggressive and positive 
leadership and appoint as the overall administrator a person who will provide 
these essential qualities. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. A. Scuon, 
Director, Civil Defense, State of Minnesota. 


AMERICAN MeEpDIcAL ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, Ill., May 13, 1958. 
Hon. Joun L. McCue ian, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. McCievian: The American Medical Association is advised that 
the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958, providing new assignments for 
the conduct of Federal defense mobilization and civil-defense functions, has been 
referred to the Government Operations Committee of the Senate for consideration. 

As the association understands the proposed plan, its purpose is to enhance and 
make more effective the role of the Federal Government in nonmilitary defense 
programs. Under the plan, the broad program responsibilities for coordinating 
and conducting the interrelated defense mobilization and civil-defense functions 
would be vested in the President for appropriate delegation. The Office of 
Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration would be 
consolidated in a new agency which would be known as the Office of Defense and 
Civilian Mobilization. 

The basic concept of national mobilization is accepted as the ‘‘will of the people 
to resist.””. This concept depends on the sustained physical and mental health of 
the people and as such has interested the American Medical Association for many 
years. 

In its concern with the health and medical aspects of civil defense, the associa- 
tion has recognized, for a number of years, the urgent need for Federal leadership, 
direction, and coordination. The association believes that c’vil defense, like 
military defense, is an integral part of national defense which requires greater 
Federal responsibility and leadership. 

More specifically, the association is concerned with the status, in any Federal 
agency, of the office responsible for medical and health activities. The association 
is convinced that medical and health activities are one of the most, if not the most 
important function in sustaining the ‘‘will of the people to resist.”’ In June 1954 
the association’s house of delegates adopted a resolution requesting the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Civil Defense Administration to reexamine the position of the 
Health Division and to elevate that Division to a status commensurate with its 
obligations and responsibilities. In principle, this was ultimately accomplished 
in the December 1957 reorganization of the Federal Civil Defense Administration 
with the creation of the position of Assistant Administrator, Health and Medical 
Affairs. 

In June 1956 the association’s house of delegates approved the broad objective 
of strengthening the Federal civil defense program, but was of the opinion that 
the method of accomplishing this was a matter for determination by the Congress 
with the advice and assistance of the President and State Governments. 

In testimony before the Military Operations Subcommittee of the House Gov- 
ernment Operations Committee on March 7, 1957 on H. R. 2125, 85th Congress, 
the association again emphasized that the medical and health functions of the 
civil defense program merit stature and prestige commensurate with the duties 
and responsibilities which must be assumed. Within the organization of the 
Office of Defense Mobilization there now is established a position of Assistant 
Director for Health and a civilian Health Resources Advisory Committee. The 
association believes that the health and medical functions of the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration and the Office of Defense Mobilization must be main- 
tained at top level in the organization of the proposed Office of Defense and Civil- 
ian Mobilization for the good of our country and our people should our Nation 
ever again be confronted with another national emergency. 
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The association urges the Committee on Government Operations t6 give this 
matter of medical and health affairs the urgent and earnest attention which it 
merits so as to strengthen the civil defense and mobilization program of our 
country. 

In the event of hearings we would appreciate if you would make this letter a 
part of Ete official record of hearings. 

incerely yours, ‘ 
F, J. L. BuastncameE, M. D., 
General Manager. 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND 
CoNnGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., June 13, 1958. 
Hon. Husert H. Humpurey, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 


Dear CHAIRMAN Humpurey: This is to commend the position you took this 
week in respect to having the Bureau of the Budget supply ample information 
interpreting the purposes of Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1958 in regard to 
merger of FCDA and ODM. The AFL-CIO is in full accord with the proposal 
to eliminate the conflict of each agency and spelling out of the functions of the 
new agency. 

We have urged that the conflicts of jurisdiction which have impaired various 
operations be eliminated. 

The AFL-CIO recommended that the President give early consideration to 
looking toward merger of the two branches. Such a merger is in line with our 
request to clarify the functions and operations of both. 

ith consolidation, the organizational responsibilities and relationships with 
State and local communities will be much more thoroughly established. 

We appreciate your comments on the need for clarifying operational procedures 
which will result and upon satisfying your own wishes for more comprehensive 
information. It is hoped that the plan will be put into force and made operative 
as soon as practicable. 

With all good wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
Grorce D. RILEy, 
Legislative Representative, AFL-CIO. 


THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
AND TERRITORIAL Civit Derense Directors, 
Madison, Wis., May 19, 19858, 
Hon. Husert H. Humparey, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Humparey: As president of the National Association of State 
and Territorial Directors, I feel it a privilege to endorse the President’s Reorgan- 
ization Plan No. 1 of 1958, which I believe is scheduled for an early hearing before 
your Subcommittee of the Government Operations Committee of the Senate. 

This plan, for a consolidation of the two key preparedness agencies—the Office 
of Defense Mobilization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration—is long 
overdue. State civil defense directors have been aware of the conflict in planning 
by the two agencies and their duplication of effort during Operation Alerts. At 
times, the States have received duplicate requests for assistance or for the assign- 
ment of State and local resources during such exercises. There has been also a 
disposition on the part of other Federal agencies in the field not to cooperate 
wholeheartedly in civil defense planning. ith future authority vested in the 
President, where it belongs, cooperation from all Federal agencies should be 
assured. Adoption of the plan will also provide sorely needed coordination of 
nonmilitary defense activities among Federal, State, and local governments. 
State and Territorial directors are keenly aware of the necessity of a united pro- 
gram of guidance and assistance from the Federal level, and we take this oppor- 
tunity to urge that your committee and the Congress approve and make effective 
this reorganization plan of the President. I would.also like to call.to your attention 
the need for passage of the Durham bill, H. R. 7576. This measure will greatly 
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strengthen civil defense at all levels of government. With a national civil defense 
plan now completed, this reorganization plus H. R. 7576 are urgently needed to 
implement it and afford us the opportunity to build an effective civil defense in 
the Nation. 
Sincerely, 
Raupxu J. Otson, Major General. 


Unitep States Civit DerensE CovuNnNcIL, 
May 20, 1958. 
Hon. Husert H. Humpurey, 
Senator of the United States, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator: I should like to reply to your letter of May 12 concerning the 
reorganization plan recently submitted which would combine the present func- 
tions of FCDA and ODM. It has been obvious for some time that there existed 
a duplication of planning in the Government between FCDA and ODM. This 
is particularly true in the fields of mobilization of resources and facilities that 
must assist in defense production in the event of hostilities. For example, there 
has been a great question as to the control of transportation in the event of a 
civil defense emergency. Transportation facilities, located as they are in local 
jurisdictions, are in most cases included in the local civil defense planning. How- 
ever, ODM has also considered transportation as one of the resources which they 
would control. Obviously, the Federal requirement would take precedent over 
local requirements but there has been an area of vagueness in the coordinating of 
these plans. This is true of many other areas such as the utilization of utilities, 
manpower, and so forth. 

With the development of the survival plans throughout the country, civil 
defense is now reaching a point where it is indicating to these various resources 
that they are to consider themselves a part of the local plan. In the meantime, 
they are also getting to some extent conflicting instructions from ODM. Some 
time ago a reorganization plan was submitted to the administration by FCDA 
calling for a similar reorganization lineup. At that time I commented on this 
reorganization and said that I felt it was absolutely necessary before we had a 
complete civil defense plan. It seems obvious to me that this is a total problem 
of civilian defense and mobilization as compared to the total problem of the 
active defense of our country (DOD). The present operation that exists does 
not realistically pull together into one package the total need. This has, as I 
have indicated before, resulted in confusion among the participants in civil 
defense, particularly in industries and resources. 

The great concern of the membership of the United States Civil Defense Coun- 
cil is that in this reorganizing of the agencies, civil defense might lose its identity 
and subsequently its effectiveness. In my travels this year as president of the 
USCDC, it has become quite obvious that nationally the people of this country, 
and particularly their governmental authority, do not realize the force that has 
been built throughout the country in behalf of civil defense. National publicity 
has concentrated upon the weaknesses of civil defense and has not recognized the 
fact that throughout the United States hundreds and thousands of capable leaders 
have been effectively building civil defense programs in their communities. These 
programs have been established in the face of public apathy and governmental 
nescience. I am concerned that civil defense might find itself moving farther 
away from the local participation and responsibility and end up as an agency 
operation that would devote itself primarily to issuance of directives, advisory 
bulletins, and poorly conceived pamphlets. Civil defense cannot be effective 
under these conditions for, unlike other governmental operations, it must reach 
down to the local level, to the safety services, utilities, medical people, and all of 
the other forces necessary for survival, as well as to the individual family. Nor- 
mally, governmental operations do not have this facility. 

Since Governor Hoegh’s assumption of the task of Administrator of FCDA, 
the agency has taken a new turn in what I consider the proper direction. It has 
recognized its responsibility to provide the proper direction for the development 
of survival planning to the last citizen in the country. This is contrary to a trend 
that was existing in the agency whereby it had adopted an attitude that its re- 
sponsibility was to merely provide a pattern for programing without a great deal 
of assistance as to how this program was to be implemented. Today the agency 
recognizes that fundamentally civil defense planning is sound but that State and 
local operations are badly in need of guidance, direction, and financial assistance; 
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also that until our Nation has been properly informed of the problems of civil 
defense and its effects upon the individual, we will have no effective civil defense 
program. H. R. 7576, now in Armed Forces Committee, would be a great step 
toward providing the necessary ‘“‘muscles’’ to - State and local civil defense 
operation to make it effective and meaningful. A substantial program of public 
education emanating directly from the administration with enthusiastic coopera- 
tion on the part of all Government agencies and officials would give the local 
directors the impetus they so badly need to help them fulfil their responsibilities. 
If the reorganization plan is designed to carry out the future of civil defense in 
this manner I would most certainly support it wholeheartedly and enthusiastically. 

In behalf of the local city and county directors throughout the United States, 
I should like to urge your committee to give very careful consideration to the 
proposals of the plan and particularly to its organizational structure. Civil 
defense has gone much too long without proper recognition as an integral part 
of our total defense. Your committee by good judgment can materially assist 
in the much needed development of this program. 

Sincerely yours, 






































WALTER P. HAtstTEap, 
President, United States Civil Defense Council. 














St. Paut, Minn., April 256, 1958. 





Senator Huspert H. Humpurey, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

AP release today advise that the President has proposed to Congress a merger 
of ODM and the FCDA effective July 1. Request copy of proposal. It is 
essential that such a merger result in an aggressive and direct aid program in 
civil-defense matters to the cities and States. Request that you attempt to 
secure administration assurance of such a program. 





























H. A. Scnon, 
Director, Civil Defense, State of Minnesota. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. I am very glad to have your statement here and 
know the thinking of your organization. 

You do cover a very wide contact with the people at the level we 
have got to interest in this program in every way we can. 

Are your remarks directed particularly to the matter of organization 
more than to the revising of the present statutes governing the present 
organizations that are here bunched together. 

r. Hausteap. Senator, as I have said in my statement, I believe in 
changes. I believe in moving forward. I believe in reorganization. 
But at this point I am not convinced. I have not seen where this is 
going to bring us a more meaningful civil-defense program. 

If they can say, ‘‘Here is what we are going to do, here is our plan,” 
then I am for it 100 percent. We know that civil defense does not 
have the stature. We agree with the things that Mr. Gray says and 
the things that Governor Hoegh says. We are not in disagreement 
with that. But is this the thing that is going to do it for us? That is 
what I would like to know. 

Senator Martin. If we were to contemplate revising the basic law 
or statute governing these two agencies as they now exist, we would 
have long, long delay in getting results. 

I wonder if you would suggest that we expedite this merger as much 
as possible? 

r. Hausteap. I believe in the merger and I believe in expediting 
anything that will bring us civil defense as fast as possible. 

his is overdue. If it brings us a good civil defense, I am in favor 
of anything that will do that, but I am not in favor of anything that 
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will lose this for us. They tell us the Administrator will come up 
with a plan, but I do not think it is spelled out quite well. 

Senator Martin. From the proceedings here today you know one 
official to whom you can go and you know that will be with a very 
responsible official. 

Mr. Haustrrap. You say do I know that I can go to him? 

Senator Martin. Do you know that he is the man you should see? 

Mr. Hausteap. Yes. I am sure now that I can go to him. 

Senator Martin. I gathered from your remarks of a while ago 
that there is some difficulty in finding out just where to go for the 
most responsible interview you can have. 

Mr. Hatsreap. Senator, Mr. Finan has indicated that he himself 
is in no position to tell us what this reorganization plan is going to be, 
in particular as far as it relates to civil defense, and I do not think 
he could tell me now what it is going to be. 

Senator Martin. I do not mean for final determination. I mean 
for counsel. 

Mr. Haustgap. Oh yes, I am very happy about that. 

Senator Martin. You represent a very responsible organization 
here, and I think you are entitled to be able to contact the people 
who are leaders in this field and to deal with them in very considerable 
discussion and outlining and analysis of the needs of the new proposed 
organization. 

I hope we can use your services while you are here. 

Mr. Hatstrap. Unfortunately, my services are being whisked 
away to Dallas, Tex., in a few hours, but I will be happy to return. 
This is an important thing to me and I shall be happy to give what 
time I can. 

Senator Martin. This is a very important point about the need 
for a more complete development of the program. I am in this 
quandary. How long will such a revision take, and how long will 
it delay us in getting at the thing which we know needs to be done 
and done quickly? 

Mr. Hausrnap. | think you agree, though, Senator, you want it 
done well and right when it is done. 

Senator Martin. Also that sometimes we have to move in a hurry. 
I saw the standing Army and Air Force expanded from 170,000 when 
I first served on the Military Affairs Committee in 1939 to something 
like 8 million or 9 million men in just a few short years. I know that 
we were very much unprepared at the time of Pearl Harbor and I 
know what it means to move rapidly, but not always with complete 
and perfect legislation before we act. 

We can do it in a hurry if we have to. Now is this an emergency 
or can we just say well, we will go into a very careful analysis of this 
and then come back to it later on? 

Mr. Hausteap. We have been engaged in civil defense, I have been 
engaged in it for a little over 8 years. I have considered it an emer- 
gency for the last 8 years. I can’t say how much more of an emer- 
gency it becomes today than it was yesterday, but I think the very 
important thing is that we begin to bring to the people a survival plan, 
and that is what I am primarily here for. 

Senator Martin. Do you feel that we could proceed with this 
Reorganization Plan No. 1 now as an immediate plan and then move 
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later to the completion of the organization along the lines which you 
have discussed? 

Mr. Hausreap. The mechanics of that, Senator, I am not legis- 
latively minded enough to know, except as the chairman, Senator 
ait ay brought out earlier in his discussion with the people from 
the Bureau of the Budget. It seems that you could spell out somehow 
a little bit more as to where these functions lie in this organization, 
whether it is a deputy director or what it is. 

I would like to know that. 

Senator Martin. I am in this spot. I don’t want to delay the 
merging. I have confidence we can proceed with the merger and 
develop the plan or organization quickly following the merger. 

Mr. Hausreap. Senator, we have sort of a blind date, here, and it is a 
question of how this girl is going to turn out when we get to the party. 
I hope that this blind date that we have with destiny is something that 
we are going to have, but I couldn’t tell you what she is going to look 
like, either, until we get there. 

Senator Martin. But I have to decide. 

Mr. Hausreap. It depends on how badly you want to get to the 
party. 

Senator Martin. We won’t have a chance to do any second guess- 
ing on this matter of immediate merger. 

r. Hausteap. That is right. 

Senator Martin. I don’t want to be responsible for delaying this 
merger unless the plan that we adopt in lieu of approving the merger 
is a sure fire, superior, and perfect plan. 

I have been waiting on legislation here in quite a number of fields 
for a long while. I don’t want to delay the reorganization proposed 
in this reorganization plan No. 1 too long, waiting for the perfect 
development that we might achieve in a long period of delay. 

Mr. Haustnap. Senator, may I answer this way. I note the 
members of this committee make up a very distinguished list of Sen- 
ators. This is mutual admiration day, so I would like to say that I 
have a very high regard for the chairman of the committee. 

But I am perfectly happy to go along on this basis: that if the com- 
mittee is convinced by the people who must do the convincing, that 
civil defense is going to get the proper stature and respect that it has 
in this reorganization, then put it through as fast as you can. 

But if you are not convinced, then I would most certainly say as 
unfortunate as a delay might be, I would rather see the delay than a 
quick thing and then spend our time trying to straighten it out. 

Senator Martin. I share with you the concern about building up 
the whole program of civil defense as quickly and completely as 
possible. I think this merger is highly important myself. 

I don’t want to delay it any longer than is absolutely necessary, 
and it would have to be a strong argument to convince me to delay the 
merger at all. 

I think it is highly important. I think we have the people with us 
on this program. I asked a question in my questionnaire last winter 
of every 20th householder in the State of Iowa on this field of Civil 
Defense. 

I was told by some of my colleagues in the Senate that it might 
produce a doubtful response regarding the matter of civil defense, and 
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I was quite pleasantly surprised at the result I got from the poll sent 
out to every 20th householder. 

I asked this question: “‘Do you favor establishing in Civil Defense a 
nationwide warning system, a nationwide communications and a mas- 
sive shelter building program?”’ 

That was the question J asked. That was mailed to every 20th 
householder in the directories and telephone books for the entire State. 
I had all the rural directories of the State’s 99 counties, so there was 
no punch pulled in putting that question to them. The result was: 
yes, 60.84 percent to 39.16 percent opposed. 

Mr. Hausrnap. This is in lowa? 

Senator Martin. Almost 2 to 1 endorsement of this expanded 
civil-defense program. 

You understand that question was based on the proposal of the 
President? 

Mr. Hatsteap. This is in Jowa, in the heart of the isolation Mid- 
west where we don’t normally consider ourselves as part of the target 
of war, isn’t that right, Senator? 

I mean, that makes it even a more remarkable poll. 

Senator Martin. We have been called isolationists by outsiders for 
quite a while, in Iowa, but most people who come to visit us find out 
we are not quite as isolationist as some people say we are. 

Mr. Haustreap. I am branded with the same brush, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, Mr. Ewing, the director of civil defense of 
the State of Maryland is here, if you have time. I know you have 
had a long session. 

Senator Humpurey. I will be more than happy just to have a very 
few words from Mr. Ewing. We have to be out of this room very 
shortly. There is another committee coming in. 

Mr. Halstead, I want to thank you very much and I wish to say to 
Mr. Finan, if he is still here, that the McKinsey Co. report has two 
alternatives, the A and the B alternatives for staff organization of the 
proposed new agency. 

I would like to have some indication from the Bureau of the Budget 
as to which of these two charts they support and secondly, what role 
if any, the Deputy Director or the Assistant Directors will have re- 
lating to Civil Defense. 

That can be given to us in further testimony in writing. I would 
like to bave it in writing. 

Mr. Finan. May I have a word with you, Mr. Chairman, either 
now or at the conclusion of the meeting? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, at the conclusion of the meeting. I want 
to make this as a matter of record because Mr. Halstead characterized 
this as a blind date, and I think that is a new expression in politics. 

We generally call it a pig in a poke, but are least we ought to know 
a little bit about how this alleged charming damsel is really going to 
look. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Halstead. 

Mr. Hatsrgeap. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Ewing, will you please state your full 
name and your address and your title. 
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STATEMENT OF SHERLEY EWING, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COM- 
MITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL 
CIVIL DEFENSE DIRECTORS 


Mr. Ewina. I am Sherley Ewing, director of the Maryland Civil 
Defense Agency. I report directly to Governor McKeldin for every- 
thing that pertains to nonmilitary civil defense in Maryland. 

Senator Humpurey. You are appointed by the Governor? 

Mr. Ewinea. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. How long have you been in your job? 

Mr. Ewina. I have been since 1952, director, and I was deputy 
director from 1950 to 1952. 

Senator Humpurey. Have you attended any of these training 
courses at Olney and Battle Creek? 

Mr. Ewrna. Yes, sir. [| went to one of the very earliest ones they 
ever had, sir. 

Senator HumpHrey. What are your views about this proposed 
reorganization plan? 

Mr. Ewina. | would like to say, sir, that I would like really my 
appearance to be noted more as chairman of the legislative committee 
of the National Association of State and Territorial Civil Defense 
Directors. 

That consists of all 48 States, the District, and the 6 Territories 
are all members of our association. As you know, our president has 
written to you on this plan. 

Senator Humpurey. That is Major General Olson? 

Mr. Ewrna. Yes, sir; Major General Olson. 

We have always felt, sir, in the State organization and as individuals 
that there are so many activities of ODM that when they come over 
to the State government, there being no comparable agency of State 
government such as ODM, they either get lost or they spill over into 
our responsibilities. 

So, therefore, we have always supported some kind of a reorganiza- 
tion which would bring the two together at the Federal level. 

Like Mr. Halstead in his organization, we are a little worried about 
what the girl is going to look like, because we feel that we have this 
real responsibility and basic responsibility for what Mr. Gray referred 
to as the survival period, and we don’t want to get lost in the com- 
plexities and the long-range jobs of the stockpiling and all of those 
other things that go into the rehabilitation of the country. 

We want to first accomplish this terrific responsibility which has 
been put on all of us getting through and over this survival period, 
and if we feel that we can be strengthened by this reorganization to 
meet that, that it will have been a very fine action on the part of the 
Congress to have approved this reorganization. 

We are heartily in favor of it. e would like to see where we 
stand. We have put a certain amount of effort with perhaps not too 
many tangible results into this, but we know from having been with 
it for a long time that we are a lot further along than we were in 1950 
or 1952 or wherever. 

We don’t want to lose that progress by having these people, these 
ea State, county, and city municipal levels feel that they 

ave suddenly been absorbed into some big thing and that their effort 
has been really some little picayune thing. 
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We want to strengthen the importance of what is called civil defense 
as we have understood it for the last 8 years. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Ewing, if you were sitting up here, and 
you had the Assistant Director of the Bureau of the Budget before 
you would you ask him, since he is the chief Government witness for 
this program, Reorganization Plan No. 1, of 1958, would you want 
that chief spokesman to give you a pretty carefully detailed design 
as to what was contemplated in this agency? 

Mr. Ewina. Yes, sir; I certainly would. I don’t see how you could 
fill your responsibilities otherwise, sir, and we hope you do. 

Senator Humpurey. Did you hear the testimony this morning? 

Mr. Ewina. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you feel that we really got a rather detailed 
design as to what was to be accomplished and involved in this agency? 

Mr. Ewina. No, sir; I am afraid you didn’t. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you think we ought to get a little more 
information? 

Mr. Ewrna. I hope you do, and I hope we in the State and local 
civil defense organizations can help you go over it. 

The main reason why I came over here today, sir, was not to make 
a statement or anything else, but I came to observe and to make known 
to the committee my availability as a representative of our association 
to your staff. 

If you have any questions or anything that you want discussed, I 
am right over in Baltimore and can get over here at your convenience 
at any time, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Let me further understand this. You are for 
the merging of the two groups, the ODM and the FCDA? 

Mr. Ewina. I am for a merging of the responsibilities which when 
they get to the State level of government, become what we know as 
civil defense. 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, you are not opposed to the 
philosophy and the purpose behind the Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 
1958? 

Mr. Ewinea. No, sir; I am strongly in favor of it. 

Senator Humpurey. But you would like to see, before that plan is 
effectuated or before Congress assents, you would like to see more 
detailed drawing or articulation of the plan as it would operate? 

Mr. Ewina. Very definitely, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. So would I. 

Senator Martin. 

Senator Martin. Would you be opposed to the resolution offered 
by Senator Potter or would you support that? 

Mr. Ewina. I think you are getting me over, sir, into a field where 
I don’t feel qualified. When you get over into what should be in the 
Office of the President, I don’t feel that I am enough of a student of 
government to answer that too well. I do feel that civil defense 
ought to get itself in a position where it is in the very highest possible 
level of Federal responsibility, but whether it ought to be an inde- 
pendent agency or in the Executive Office of the President I do not 
know. I know that civil defense in the past at the Federal level has 
obviously not had the prestige and the authority and the stature that 


it should have had. 
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We want to see that increased. Exactly how it should be increased, 
sir, I wouldn’t be prepared to say. 

Senator Martin. We have to decide here whether we are going to 
take any action to approve or disapprove Senator Potter’s resolution. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator, maybe I should explain to the witness 
under the Reorganization Act, unless Congress does disapprove, the 
plan of reorganization becomes law. 

Senator Potter has introduced a resolution of disapproval, and if a 
majority of the Members of the Senate or the House, either body, 
disapprove, the plan does not become law. 

Mr. Ewrna. But if I was in your shoes, sir, if I got the assurance 
that I felt was necessary of what that reorganization is going to do, 
then I would let the plan be approved, but unless I got a clear-cut 
picture of what they were going to do with it, then I would be strongly 
inclined for the present to vote for disapproval. 

Senator Humpnurey. That is a good answer, and it is a frank answer. 

Senator Martin. Fair enough. It is your suggestion that we 
should first have that picture to our own satisfaction? 

Mr. Ewrne. Yes, sir; and our association, and I am sure Mr. 
Halstead’s, would be only too glad, sir, to go over anything with your 
staff members and give them the best of the advice that we can from 
the working level of it, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. I would suggest that it might not be a bad 
idea for the officers of the Bureau of the Budget to call you folks in too. 

I would like to suggest to our friends in the Bureau of Budget, 
from the ODM and from FCDA, that you attempt to give this 
committee as much guidance as you can within the next few days 
as to the kind of detailed plan of operation that you would contemplate 
would be put into effect. 

I think I can predict that unless such is made available, even 
though this committee does not approve Senator Potter’s resolution, 
in other words, even though this committee concurs with the Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 1, that it will run into grave trouble on the floor 
of the Senate. 

We have had this before on other plans and I would prefer, since 
I feel that the objective of plan No. 1 is a desirable objective, that 
we get as much documentation and detailed information as we can 
as to the proposed reorganization structure of the new agency. 

Senator Martin. I concur with you on that. We would like as a 
committee to be able to go on the floor of the Senate fully informed 
in case this resolution goes to the floor. We need all the information 
we can have so we can explain fully and accurately to the Senate 
exactly what the situation is. 

Senator Humpurey. Very much so. I would suggest, Senator 
Martin, that we also include in our. testimony, at that point of the 
testimony of the Bureau of the Budget representative, Mr. Finan, the 
alternative plans, A and B. 

The rest of the material has been included in the House hearings 
and we surely don’t need to duplicate it, but charts A and B,° the 
alternatives on the McKenzie proposal of staff organization, will be 
made a part of the record. It also would be at that point that we 
would like to insert any other material from the Bureau of the Budget 


5 See p. pp. 17, 18.. 
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that might be more explicit or more official as to what is contemplated 
in the reorganization proposal. 

Senator Martin. I suggest, also, this chart dealing with the execu- 
tive leadership section.® 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Scull, the staff adviser, will be empowered 
to insert any other inserts or necessary charts that will be helpful to us. 

I believe that concludes our hearings presently. We will stand in 
adjournment to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 2 p. m., the committee adjourned subject to the call 
of the Chair.) 


* See p. 19. 
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